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PBEFACE. 


AitONO llic many services rendered by the decipherment 
of the ancient monuments of Egypt and Assyria, none 
perhaps is more important tlian Uie certain basis it lias 
afforded for the restoration of the chronology of the past. 
A true chronology is the necessary skeleton and frame- 
work of history, the events of which cannot be rightly 
tuiderstood and made instinctive nntil we know their 
exact order and succession. The Old Testament was for 
a long time the sole source from which a chronological 
system of early history could be extracted ; and we now 
know how imperfect that source was. The last few years, 
however, have opened up unexpected stores of informa- 
tion. Much light has come from Egy^it, and still more 
from Assyria. The civilisations of the Tigris tind Euph- 
rates were in closer connection with the traditions and 
annals of the Hebrews than w,as that of the Nile ; and 
while the lists of eponymes enable us to fix the dales of 
the most important part of Assyrian history with .absolute 
precision, the key-periods of Jewish and Israelitish his- 
tory are just those which have been determined and 
settled by the evidence of the cuneiform inscriptions. 

It is this fact which has made me presumptuous enough, 
at the i-equost of the Author, to trespass upon the domains 
of professed chronologists, and to draw attention as well 
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as I can to the new and striking views set forth in the 
present volume. The Assyrian student is sometimes 
obliged to handle matters of chronology ; and it thus 
happened that I found myself forced to investigate the 
dilucult ehronological questions connected with the cam- 
paign of Sennacherib against Hezekiah. The result of a 
comparison of the native monuments with the phmnomena 
presented bj' the Hebrew text seemed to me to leave no 
room for doubt that whereas the campaign of Scnnaclierib 
took place in n.c. 701, there was an earlier conquest of 
Jndrea by Sargon ten years before (b.c. 711), in the four- 
toenth year of Hezekiah. My satisfaction was great at 
finding that JI. de Bunsen had anived at the same con- 
clusion on wholly hidopondcnl grounds and in accordance 
with liis general scheme of chronologv'. 

Tlii.s .'chemo, it will be seen, is a complete whole, the 
several parts of which hang together like the stones of an 
arch. A coiTcct inlcrprctalion of the Crets of Jewish, 
Egyptian, and Babylonian historj- is shown to re.sull, in a 
perfect, harmony and a series of remarkable svnclironi.sm.s. 
The author begins with nu original theory of liis, s\d)so- 
qucntly confimiod by Profe-'sor ^liiller, of Ba.sol, that 
Shemites were a compound of Japhethiles and IIamitc.=, 
or Aryans ami non-Aiyans ; and submils a new confirma- 
tion of it in the thesis that what in Genesis i.s called the 
birlli of Sliem refers to, or at all events is directly con- 
nected will, the capture of Babylon by the Mcdcs of 
Berosns, in 21.58 n.c. Other reasons ai-e assigned for 
regarding this j-enr as the starting-point of Hebrew 
clironology .and explaining ethnically the birth of Sliem. 
This sngccsis another prolxiblc or possible lynchronism, 
llio corre.spondence of the exodus fi-oni Haran with the 
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establishment of a fresh (Elamite) clynastj^ in Ilabylonia, 
whose fii’st hing nifiy have been tlic Chedorlaonier of 
Genesis. . 

IsTow, the nnliistorical character of the 1C5G years be- 
tween the Creation and the Deluge seems placed beyond 
all dispute ; and if the period of .'>!)2 years from the 
Ekodns to the building of the Tctnjile can really be 
proved. St. Paul and Josephus mii.«t liave derived their 
information upon this point from some uiipnblished source. 
Here, then, wo are referred to the hidden wisdom, the 
verbal traditioji of the inilialctl, which lias already formed 
the subject of a .special investigation by JI. do Ihinsen, 
and is the real centre of his pre.«ent researches. These 
resonrchc.s, however, find what inaj- he (idled their con- 
crete expression in a .«chomc of irebrew chronology which 
can be venfied by a compari.son with the annals of A.s- 
syria and Babylonia. In this way the author works back 
to ibc chronniogj- of Egyjit, and, by fixing the year 028 
jj.c. .n.s the fiftli of llehoboam and 948 li.c. as that of 
Shishak’s accession, is able to date llie Slancthonian 
Dynasties both backwaixls and fonvards. A .series of 
noteworthy .synchronisms is the result, among which may 
be mentioned the threefold sj-nchronism for the Pharaoh 
of the E.xodus and the sevenfold q-iichrouism for the 
year 711. 2so liberties, it maj- be said, have been taken 
in bringing about this harmony* ; the author claims to 
have made the Biblical and Assyrian records tell their 
own tale, though the system of co-rcgoncics may not alto- 
gether exclude criticism. Since, however, Sliahnancser 
mentions the name of Ahab among the confederacy de- 
feated by him in Sb4 n.a, it would ajipear that tlie battles 
of Karkar and Kamoth-Gilead were fought in the same 
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year, mid lliat Ihc fourUi year of Ahab corresjiondcd witli 
tlip first of Jchosliapliat’s sole regency, iiol of liis reign. 

Ollier ]ioints .'iigge-sled in file course of flic worlc will 

0. \'cile iiuich intci-erl and discussion. Entirelj' new 
llieories .are pul forwanl in regard to file age of Ezra and 
flic Eea.sl of Piiriiii, and to the possible presence of St. 
retcr in Itomc in the ninth j-car after flic Crucifixion. 
Em fhe conclupioiis most calculated fo jirovolce allcnlioii 
and c'onlrover.sy arc tlu^c connected with the life of 
Clivisl. Ileasoiis arc given for accojiling llie slatoinciit of 
Ii ciiii'us and regarding .Ic-^ii-s as in hi.-: forty-niiilli year 
when lie died. Ilis birth i.< placed fourteen years be- 
fore the Cliristimi lira, and tbe wi.sdom wliieli astonished 
the doctors at Jenisalem in a boy of twelve years of age 

1. s I raced bach to the schools of Alexandria. 

I feel fully how very inadequate the jiroceding sketch 
of the contents of fhe pre.-ent volume must bo. Ihit I 
liave alreaily stated my excuse for having underiaken to 
describe tliem : and I i-an only add my wMi that they 
could liavc found a lietler liierojihanl. JIueii of the 
book trenchc.s iijuin the ]iroviiiee of the Assyriologue : 
and licre at least I may be pi-rmitted to .“peak. The rest 
iini.'t, be left to the jniigment of others. 


A. II. S.ivci:. 
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The science of language, and the discovered proofs of 
early civilisation, have established the fact that the 
Biblical Chronology, in the form transmitted to us, is too 
short, in its early periods, to allow ns to regard it as 
strictly • historical Hence we mnst either assume that 
those who recorded the Chronology of Hebrew tradition 
were not sufficiently instructed in this branch of human 
knowledge, or that, for some reason or other, a designed 
alteration of traditional Chronology took place. 

Hitherto, designed alterations have been proved in but 
two out of three records of the ancestors of Abraham, 
as contained in the Hebrew, the Greek, and the Samaritan 
texts. The spuriously inserted generation of the second 
‘ Cainan ’ in the Septuagint is likewise found in die Gospel 
according to St. Luke. It has remained doubtful whether 
or not the genealogies in the Hebrew text have been 
preserved in 'accordance with historical tradition.^ 

Several and more important alterations of this kind 
can be .detected in the Hebrew text with mathematical 
precision. As might be expected, we find them, not in 
any statement of detail, but in fhe record of two periods 
. — of the period from Adam to the Flood, and in that 

' See Hr. H. Stuart Pool^s article on * Chronology’ in Dr. Smith's 
Dictionary of the Bible j also ' The Genesis of the Earth and Han/ p. 02. 
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from tLe Exodirs to the building of the Temple. It will 
be shown that the Biblical text transmitted to ns, as 
regards these two periods, cannot have been fixed before 
the return from Babylon, and that Hebrew Chronology 
was shortened for dogmatic reasons. 

If these assertions can be suflSciently substantiated, no 
revision of the Biblical text would be complete which 
did not eradicate such undoubtedly unhistorical altera- 
tions, Tliis woidd be a step in the right direction. 
Though it will ever be impossible to decide whether and 
to what extent alterations of the original Biblical records 
were effected, and stiU less how they are to be interpreted, 
yet the removal of palpable en-ors, without making the 
Bible an infallible book, would render more universal the 
conviction that a ‘good deposit’ of Divinely revealed 
truths is thei-ein contained — that the Word of God is in 
the Bible. 

Only in one of the two instances just mentioned can 
the incorrect period he safclj- replaced by the correct 
period. We hope to prove that 592 years, instead of 480 
years, must be reckoned ft’om the Exodus to the building 
of the Temple ; and that the Apostle Paul aud Josephus 
drew from one and the same oral or non-UTitten tradition 
when tlicy corrected the recorded period of 480 yeai’s — 
the one directly, the other indirectly. Tlie incorrect and 
abbreviated period of 1,656 years, from Adam to the 
Flood, may possibly be replaced by one of 8,225 years; 
but this is a mere hypothesis at present. 

The historical part of Hebrew Clironology begins -with 
the year 2458 b.c., and from this date the Chronological 
information of the Bible is absolutely continuous. Tlie 
enlargement of the period from the Exodus to the building 
of tlie Temple by 112 yearn, permits us to i-egard as his- 



toricit the entire CJironoh^ refening to Uie time of tlie 
Judges, ftiid to show tlita the judgesiiip of Samticl lasted 
thirty-two years. Shi^iaks accessiou occurred dtu-ing 
the rdgii of Eolomon, os the Bible requires it; and the 
first expedition of the Assyrians to Judtea, in the time of 
&«gon, h«t possibly under the leadership of his son and 


proved to have tohon place, in absolute harmony witli the 
Biblical statement, in the fourtecntli year of Hezekiah, 
that b, in tlie year 711 B.C., the year given to the es- 
pedidon to Aihdod and Judah I 7 the Assyrian aunab, 
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TnE PHOBLEM. 

R\d the Hebrews an liistorical chronology before the 
time of !3olomon ? This is absolutely denied by some of 
the ablest chronologists, it is doubled by many, and it has 
not yet boon proved by anyone. If these remarkable 
people were brought in contact altcmalely with the most 
civilised nations of ancient limes, with the Egyptians, 
the Babylonians, and the Assyrians, and if these nations 
had historical chronologies, it is probable, at the out- 
set, that the Israelites must have possessed an historical 
tradition. 

This assumption will be raised to the dignity of a fact 
as soon as it shall have been proved that two of the 
chronological periods in Genesis are incorrect — ^that is, the 
most ancient period of 1G5C years and that of 480 years. 
To prove this is our first object. We shall determine 
with mathematical precision that die scheme of 7000 
years has led to the shortening of the time from Adam 
to the Flood to 1056 years, and implies the duration of 
592 years, not of 480 years, for the period ironi the exodus 
to the foundation of the temple. If we succeed in proving 
this, the designed alteration of the periods of 1656 and 



2 DEATH OF METHUSELAH. 

of 480 years will be established beyond all reasonable 
doubt, and it -will be shown tliat this alteration of Hebrew 
tradition cannot possibly have taken place before the time 
of Ezra. 


TID3 PATEIAKCHS AND THE MILLENNIUJI. 


We assume the date for the Hoachian deluge to be 
23C0 B.C., a date the correctness of which will be proved. 


Patriarchs Icfore the Ploai. 


Patriarchs after ihie Flooi. 


Mnlinlnleel 

Motbusclitli 
Nonh . 


B.C, 

. 4010-3086 
. 3880-2074 
. 8781-2870 
. 3001-2781 
, 8021-2720 
, 3560-2004 
. 3304-3020 
. 3.320-2300 
. 3142-2305 
. 2000-2010 
. 2458-1858 


Tiio Flood . . 2300 


Soltth 

Eher 

Pelcg 

Sovug . 
Hohor . 
Tcrnli . 
Abtaliam 




2358-1020 

2223-1800 

2203-1820 

2260-2020 

2220-1900 

2107-1007 

2107-2010 

2138-1033 

2008-1803 

1008-1780 

1000-1703 

1810-1700 

1643-1528 


Wliilst, according to the Hebrew test, Methuselah died 
a few months or days before the commencement of tlie 
Flood, this supposition is untenable according to the Greek 
text. In the Septuagint, to which Jesus and the Apostles 
generally referred, Methuselah is stated to have been 
alive fourteen years after the Flood. On the supposition 
that the Flood was universal, and all men perished ex- 
cept those saved in the Ark, we should have to assume 
an unrecorded miraculous intervention in fiivour of Me- 
thuselah. 

Assuming the statements in Genesis about tlie dura- 
tion of the lives of the patriai-chs to be historical in the 
form given above, the period fi-om Adam to Moses 
would be bridged over by the hves of exactly seven 
persons. For Methuselah lived 243 years with Adam, 
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fliid lie must liave been able to relate to S'oali and liis 
sons the history about Eden, Adam and Eve, and the 
serpent, exactly as he had heard it from the lips of Ailain. 
Thus instructed by the contemporar 3 '’ of Adam, Shem was 
able to transmit tliis tradition to Jacob during the fifty 
years that these chosen men lived together. Jacob could 
thus have been informed by a coiitcmporaiy of ^Icthu- 
sclah how this 2 Wti'iarch was either removed by a timelv 
death in the year of the Flood, or how b 3 - an unre- 
corded miraculous intervention of Providence, and with- 
out joining the favoured party in the Ai'k, the man of 
9C9 years escaped from the condign punishment of the 
Flood, his only son Lamech liavmg died five years before 
him, at the age of 777 years. This ‘holy’ tradition, 
transmitted directly by Adam, Methuselah, and Shem, 
Jacob cotild transmit to his son Levi, whose daughter 
Jochebed could instruct in this patriarchal tradition her 
son Moses, the futiwe lawgiver, who, according to 
Eabbinical tradition, was the founder of the institution 
of seventy elders, and whom he instructed in the oral 
tradition. This tvas the most important initiation of the 
man who was brought up in all the wisdom of the 
Egyptians. Hebrew tradition began to be -wi-itton down 
in the time of Moses, but, by an uninterrupted succession, 
this ‘ holy ’ tradition went up to Adam. Like the house of 
divine wisdom, the house of holy tradition was built on 
seven pillars.’ 

We shall now show that the sum total of the dura- 
tion of lives assigned to the patriarchs has been shortened 
b 3 '- the sum total of the years which each patriarch is 
recorded to have lived together with his one recorded 
son. This latter sum total will be found to corre- 

^ Prov. ix. 1 j comp. Qnl. ii. 0. St. Peter 'wns rogarfed 0.5 one of the 
*pillara,* nt the Kime time ns ‘the rock/ The wisdom of God (nr tho 
power of God) is implied to hnTC ‘hewn her pillars* from n rock. Christ, 
‘the power of God nnd the wisdom of God,* is called ‘the spiritiinl rock 
which followed the Isrnelites/ ‘ The rock * is a symbolicnl expros-ion for the 
Holy Ghost. 
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fi])Oiul (0 ihc 1G5G years wliicli remained for the period 
from Hie Flood to Adam, if the scheme of 7000 years 
iva? to he Eii)>porlcd hy Hebrew chronology. Tlio first 
jieriod of 9 .j 0 year? called after Adam tva-s not followed 
by the period of 912 years called after Seth, then by the 
jieriod of 905 3 'cars called after Enos, and so on ; but 
Sclli lived conlemporancously with Adam 800 3 -cars, 
Enos with Seth 807 3 -cars, and so on. Thus the recorded 
period.s of 8225 years, from Adam to the Flood, have 
been s 3 -stcmatic.all 3 -sliorloned to 1C5C 3 -ears, for dogmatic 

IVo maintain tlnit flic prc-Noacliian period, thus tin 
historiesilly s-lioricned. was made to appear historical. 
Tills -was done ly n'garding a.s personal names the names 
given to jieriods, by a.ssutning that each palriarcli had only 
one son. and by- letting these .«ons live together with their 
fallu'rs exactly as mtmy years a.s were required by the 
.scheme of 7900 vears. If the first period of Hebrew 
chronology had been assumed to h.avc lasted, or liad 
according to tradition lasted, 930 y-cars, and had po.s.sibly 
been called Adam, thc.se 930 3 -oars sverc regarded .as tlio 
duration of Adam’s life ; he rvas recoi-dcd to have boon 
] 30 yoav.-! old when lie begat Seth, and father and son 
were slated to have lived together 800 y-eai-s. In- 
stead of adding together tlie 3 -cars of possibly traditional 
successive jicriods, tliosc 3 -ears w-ore added togctlier 
w-hieh reiire.-eiilcd the ages of each patriarch at the 
birth of the one recorded .son. Thus the 3G5G y-ears 
were oblaiiied, as required by the scheme of 7000 years, 
which scheme, as we shall now pi-oceed to show, could 
not have been connected with Hebrew chronology before 
the time of Ezra. 

In the seventieth year after llic destruction of the temple 
by yobnehadnezzar, 5SG ii.c., that is in the y-cav 51G, the 
sixth year of I)ariu.= Hy-slaspc-s, the ncw] 3 --built temple was 
finished and consecrated, in exact fulfilment of the pro- 
jiliccy of the seventy y-ears of exile in the Ixiok of Jeremiali. 
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But already in 536, in llic fiftieth or jubilee year after 
the destruction of the temple, Cyrus, the anointed of God, 
had given permission to the Israelites to return ft-om 
Babylon to Judma. The restoration of the theocracy, there- 
fore, took place during the last twenty of the seventy years 
of Jeremiah. It soon became apparent that this return 
of a small part of two tribes could onl}- be regarded as a 
provisional fulfilment of the promised restoration of Israel, 
gathered from all the countries to which they had been 
exiled, a mere foreranner of the promised gloty of Jeru- 
salem. It became the duty of Israel’s spiritual leadei-s 
to fan the faint loa^ng of the people after the final resti- 
tution of all things. Ifo better means could have been 
selected for this object than the attempt to fix the times 
of tlie end. A symbol was deemed to be necessary, and 
a s3’mbol was created. 

The historical events which had led to the building ot 
the second temple under Zerubbabel were regained as 
tj'pes of the future fulfilment of prophecy. The seventy 
periods of Jeremiah were cnlaigcd to seventy jubilee 
periods, or to 3500 j’cars, seeing that the first jubilee year 
after the destruction of the temple had marked the com- 
mencement of the tyjMcal restoration. Kalurally the idea 
thus suggested itself to regard the twenty last j-ears of 
the now ended period of seventy years — ^that is, the time 
from 536 to 516 — as a type of the last twenty jubilee 
periods — that is, of 20 x 50 = 1000 yearn, as a type of 
the future miUenuium, which was to close the 7000 3"cars 
of the earth’s existence. 

The restoration of Israel, vvhich, after the sevent3' 3'^cars 
of Jeremiah in 516, at the time of the consecration of the 
second temple, was regarded as future — the Messianic 
time, -when the light of Zion sliould come — ^ivas connected 
with the last twenty jubilees, that is until a period of a 
thousand years, commendng with the fiftieth jubilee, with 
the jubilee of jubilees. The seventy jubilee periods whidi 
ended with the millenmum were reckoned, lilte their 
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tyiic, the seventy yeare of Jeremiah, from the destruction 
of the temple in 586. The initiated contemporaries of 
Zerubbabel, of Joshua and E2a3i,' would know that the 
millennium, the coming of the expected Messiah, must 
begin analogously with the typical retui-n under Zerub- 
babcl, with tlie jubilee of jubilees, or after 50 x 50=2500 
years after 586 B.C., and thus the millennium was placed in 
the approaching time from 1914-2914 a.d. The required 
sj rabol would not have been complete unless the de- 
struction of Babylon, which pi-eceded the typical restora- 
tion of the theocracy under Cyrus, was marked as a tjqje 
of a futiu-e fall of Babylon which should precede the 
millennium. Already tlie prophet Zcchariah speaks of a 
future fall of Babylon, which is fidly described in the 
Apocalyitse. The seer of Palmos expected the millennium 
in his time, or soon after, and thus proves that he had 
certainly no knowledge of the unhislorical and unpro- 
phetic scheme of the lime of Ea-a. 

The following tables will help to elucidate the above 
remarks : — 

The Seooxd IlAir or na 7000 Teab.<i,ob hioji mr . Destkvotiox or the 



Tnr. Fik^t II \i.r or rnr. 7000 Yeahs, or trom Tin: DrsTRvcTios or TiTr, 
I'lv.si Trjirr-r to Tin: Ciir_\Tiox of llr.ivrjf .\si> U-vnTii, 3500 Yraiis. 
From tho dcftrHClion of the first temple to its 

famulnlioii, 3 Sj years 

I'roni the foiimlatieii of the temple to the exodus 

from Ejypt, 5!12 years’ 

From exoiliis from E^'vpt to exodus from Ilniaii, 

•1?0 years . 

From exodus from Ilaran to the Xnacliinn fliiod, 

307 years 

From the Yoachian flood to the creation of stdam, 

I'lom creaticn of sVdam to the creation of licarcn 

and cnrtli, 70 years 

Total 

Tliis Ivpe of the 70 tvechs or jubilee periods of tho 
future could not stijrgosf itself before the return from 
llabylon and the consecration of the temple. Kot. oar-, 
licr than from 530—510 n.c. could the historicallj- ful- 
filled 70 ycai-s of Jeremiah be regarded as typical. Tho 
scheme of 7000 ye.ars, with which the millennium was 
connected, could only then bo conceived in the form 
shown above, and be .ouggested by Biblical chronology. 

■ 5Ye shall sec that in the 3 -car 515 E^ni'.s mission to Jeru- 
salem took place, and we may assume that this learned 
scribe, by whom the Biblical text was rcvi.sod and settled, 
did .sanction, if he did not suggc-ct, this scheme which has 
given rise to the tlicoiy of the millennium. 

From the preceding tables it will be seen that the 
scheme of 7000 3 - 0075 , intended to be supported 1 ) 3 ’' 
Biblical chronology, rcquire.s the shortening to 1G5G 
3 -o.ar.s of the time intervening between the Flood and the 
creation of Adam. Wth the remaining mystic number 
of scvent 3 - years for the seven d.ay.s of the creation of 
the universe, this period forms tho exact complement 
of 7000 years. The 1G.5G expressed years and the 
70 implied years clearly prove that the period from 


Bso-nn ii.c. 
071-150.3 11.C. 
160.3-1003 D.C, S 
lOfl.3-2.300 I1.C. 
2.30O-I0IO I1.C. 
jOlO-IOSG II.C.. 

. 7000 yonr». 



the exodus to the foundation of the temple was acknow- 
ledged as a period of 592, and not of 480 years. Had 
this period been fixed in the text at 592 instead of 480 
years, to whidi former duration both St. Paul and 
Josephus refer, then it would liave been more easy to 
detect the systematic alteration of a part of Hebrew 
chronology. We cannot, therefore, help surmising that 
the incorrect limitation of the period from the exodus to 
the foundation of the temple, like the intentional shorten- 
ing of the pre-Nbachian period to 1656 years, originated 
in a design. 

It corresponds well with the intentional alteration of 
the most ancient period of recorded Hebrew chronology, 
that the 1656 years are composed of twenty-three Pleiades 
periods of seventy-two years, as Mr. E. G. Hp.liburton, of 
Nova Scotia, has first discovered.^ 


POSSIBLE ANTEDILUVIAN TBADITION OF 8226 YEARS. 

The period of 1656 years, now proved to have been 
incorrectly determined, may be possibly connected with 
a very remote tradition. By regarding the periods before 
the Flood, with which the names of the so-called patri- 
archs have been connected, as successive periods, the 
8225 years before the Flood would reach to the year 
10,585 B.C., if the Hebrew year of the Flood was 2360, 
as we hope to prove to demonstration. It would not 
follow, however, from this, that in the eleventh millen- 
nium before our era the first man saw the light of 
day.* 

■ E. G. Halibmton, Jfcia JUatcriah far the JXidory of Man, ihrived from 
n Comparison of the Calendars and Fesitvals afUations, Halifax, Nora Scotia, 
1803 and 1864, partly reprinted in Fiazzi SinytVs Life and Work at the 
Great T)/ram{d. Compare our shortly appearing worlr, The Pleiades and 
the Zodiac in their relations to BUdieal dedicated to H. G. Hali- 

burton, irho first discorered tiie connection of the Pleiades with mythology. 

^ See Appendix, Note I. 
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Sargon II. states that 350 ancestors of his reigned over 
the Assyrians, and the dates of Ctesias, whose testimony 
may have been underrated, go far to correct this asser- 
tion, as we shall point out. As all chronological periods 
hitherto known from cuneiform inscriptions will be 
proved correct-, Sargon’s assertion may be so likewise. II 
Bprosus in the fourth centuiy before CJirist could trans- 
mit historical Bab3-lonian dates reaching up to 24.58, the 
Hebrews during the Babj-lonian capti\-ity could test or 
correct their traditional chronology by the cuneiform in- 
scriptions, and by the traditions of Chaldican priests. We 
shall show that the earliest Itisloricaldatc of Berosus known 
to us, the captiu-cof Bab3’lon b3’ the ‘ Medcs ’ in 2458, lias 
been assigned by Hebrew chronology to what in Genesis 
is called the birth of Shem. We shall moreover show that 
the commencement of the second Chaldican d3mnsty in 
1993-1992 with a probable Kudurlagamcr, synchronises 
with the csodus of Abraham from Haran. Tins connection 
between Hebrew and Chaldman chronology, once proved, 
will permit us to conjecture tliat if there was a Baby- 
lonian or an Assyrian chronological tradition wliidi went 
be3'ond 2438, tlie Hebrews in Babylonia, and therefore 
Ezra, may liavc known it. 

It becomes an ever-increasing probability that tribal 
traditions existed in pre-historic times — that long before 
the invention of any recorded alphabet, the knowledge 
of a verbal tradition formed the highest privilege of 
the highest class, to which the priests belonged. If so, 
the unabbreviated periods of Genesis which precede 
the record of the Koachian deluge may have been thus 
preserved by the channels of tradition.* Without oiu' 

* Wo have 6ugg;estcd Oial tUo period of Enos iho sou of Solli, of tlio 
lecbita and Tcligious reformer of fho Nabatbieans (Isbefiro), which 
would reach to the time from 8743-7838 B.C., mny liavo referred to the 
reign of the sixth Clmranian Vialospa in Bactra, and to Zoroaster, in 
whoso time, ns in the days of Enos, 'men began to publish the nemo of 
Jcliova/ tho Jahu of the Asayriana or Iranians, After the Bactrian re- 
former Ishlta-Sclh-Zorooster, (be litsi biiig of iho Median dynasty of 
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THE KOACniAir DELUGE. 


assuming this, the historical chronology of the Hebrews 
can be proved to have commenced, as we are going to 
show, by the Median capture of Babylon in 2458 b.c. 

Hebrew chronology is indeed the greatest mai-vel of the 
world, even if we do not admit the possibility that Hebrew 
tradition goes back to the time of Eden — that is, as we 
■with others maintain,^ to the earhest traditional sojourn 
of tile Aryan or Japhetic race on the highland of Pamer, 
near the sources of the Oxus and Indus, in the present 
Thibet. It is curions that the first date of the most 
ancient Samaritan tradition transmitted to us is the 
year 4700 for the creation of the world. This is a 
purely astronomical date, which refers to the entry of 
the sun at the vernal equinox into the sign of Taurus. 
The 4700 years cannot have been inserted into tlie 
Samaritan chronology before the year 382 b.c,, when the 
sun entered Pisces at the vernal equinox. To the number 
382 thus obtained, the duration of the precession of the 
equinoctial points for two degrees or two signs, those of 
Aries and Taurus, has been added. We do not Icnow how 
this duration was then determined, but taking the mean 
time between the shortest or the correct date, 2x2158 
=4316 + 382=4698, and the longest date, 2 x 2160+382 
=4702, we may regard 4700 as referring to this astro- 
nomical date. The year of the Samaritan Flood is con- 
nected -(rith 4700, and therefore of equally modern date. 
The Samaritans, -wisliing to harmonise their chronology 
with Hebrew chronology, deducted 1656 years from 
4700, and thus they obtained 3044 for the year of tlie 
Flood. The Hebrew date for what is called the Hoachian 
deluge — ^that is, as we shall see, the year 2360 b.c. — has 

BftUjlon mnj- lioTe receircd, ns reparted, the name of Zoroaster, -wuno. a 
name of Hystaspes or Vasbtnspn -would pmnt to the Bactrinn long of the 
Iranians, who may have been one ^ the 3S0 Assyrian ancestors of 
S.argou n. 

* For this, and for our ethnic interpretation of the hirth of Sheni, com- 
pare the important new work of Fn^essor J. G. Muller in Basel, Dk 



OjUTUKE of BABYtOS- Ur 2^58. 11 

been detennined by tie implied Biblical date for tlie 
birth of Sheni. The recorded catastrophe is placed 98 
years after an historical event, designated as the birth of 
Shem. 


‘THE BIETn OF SHEM’ Ef 2458 B.C. 

The starting-point of provably historical chronology, as 
inserted in the books of Moses, is the birth of Shem, to 
which Genesis refers, and of which we shall now show 
that it certainly coincides with the taking of Babylon by 
the Medes in 2468 B.o. Assiuning this for the sake of 
argument, the Foachian Blood, according to the Mosaic 
writings, took place, in 2360 ; for, two years after this 
recorded catastrbphe, Shem was a hundred years old.^ 
The very same year is referred to by Censorinus, about 
238 A.D., who states, on the authority of Varro, ‘the 
most learned of the Eomans,’ bom 116 B.C., that the 
deluge took place ‘ about the year 2360.’ As we have 
derived our Blood-date from the above passage in 
Genesis, this coincidence is not unhnportant, and it con- 
firms our date for the birth of Shem, which is implied in 
Genesis. But every doubt as to the con-ectness of this 
date must vanish before the fact that the remarkable 
results of our clironology, the establishment of all the 
synchronisms demanded by the Bible and by the Assy- 
rian inscriptions, would not have been attained liad we 
not regarded the year 2458 as the starting-point of the 
provably historical chronology of the Hebrews. 


THE EXOnUS FROM HAEAIf IN 1003-1992 B.C. 
Accepting the year 2458 for the birth of Shem, and 
thus also the year 2360 for the Flood, Abraham left 
Haran in the year 1993, that is, 367 years after the Flood. 

^ Gen. si. 10. About tlie 050 jcais of NoiUi, see The Pleiades and the 
Zodiac. 
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KUDLU-JUBUK AK» CMEDOKLAOJIEI!. 


According to a statement of Berosus, a new dynasty came 
to llie tlirone in Babylon in 1992, as will be seen by oiir 
restoration of liis Babylonian dynasties. On Abraham’s 
return from Egypt to Canaan, he and his men took part 
in the defeat of Chcdorlaomer, king of Elam, who had 
invaded Syria or Canaan, according to Genesis. Later 
cuneiform inscriptions mention a Kudnr-Mabuk, ‘ servant ' 
of (the divinity?) Mabuk, and after another divinity La- 
garacr, a ruler of Elam, Kudur-Lagamer, may have been 
set up in Babylon in 1992. After his name the Hebrew 
name Chcdorlaomer is likely to have been formed. The 
inscriptions call Kudur-Mabnk ‘Lord of Elam and Syria,’ 
and the Bible makes similar statements about Chedor- 
laomer. As it is certain from Genesis tliat Abraham 
left Haran and returned from Egypt to Canaan before the 
defeat of Chcdorlaomer in the vale of Shiddini, and that 
in the year of his leaving Haran a new dynasty came to 
the throne in Babylon, it is not unreasonable to assume 
that the Cliedorlaomer of the Bible cori'csponds with the 
first king of the fourth d)'nast 3 ', whose name may have 
been luidurlagainer. 


THE BATTLE OP SIiniDLM IS 1970 B.C. 

The Hebrews must have entered Egyjit, and com- 
menced the period of their servitude in this country, a few 
years after the victory over Chcdorlaomer and his allies, 
that is, certainly not later than thirty years after Abra- 
ham’s leaving Mesopotamia, that is, in 1903, or 400 years 
before the exodus from Egypt in 1303. Only on this 
supposition the fact can be explained that in the Mosaic 
writings the period of Hebrew servitude extended over 
430 years according to the one passage, and over 400 
years according to the other. St. Paul follows the state- 
ment in Exodus, and confirms the explanations in the 
Greek text, when he dates the 430 years of Hebrew servi- 
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tude from the exodus from Mesopotamia, and thus extends 
the servitude to that in Canaan as well as that in Egyptd 
Our chronology leads to a remarkable confirmation of 
this Apostolic statement. The victory of Abraham and 
his allies over Chedorlaomer and his allies must neces- 
sarily have taken place, according to Biblical records, 
during the thirty years from the exodus from Haran to 
the commencement of Hebrew servitude in Egypt. As 
already pointed out, in the selfsame year in which, ac- 
cording to our chronology, Abraham left Haran, 1993- 
1992, a new dynasty came to the throne in Babylon, the 
first king of which may now be assumed to have been Ku- 
durlagamer of Elam. It follows that the fourteenth year 
of his rule, in whidi the battle of Shiddim occurred, fell 
in the year 1979, and took place sixteen years before the 
commencement of the Hebrew servitude in Egypt, which 
lasted 400 years. 


THE PHARAOH OP JOSEPH. 

The Pharaoh of Joseph was certainly one of the 
Hyksos kings, and therefore a successor of Saites, whom 
Manetho names as the first of these kings. The same 
name, that of Setaapedii-Hubti, occurs in an inscription 
of Eamesses 11., found in Tanis-Avaris, in whicli it is 
stated that this Saites (not the first of his name) rebuilt 
Tanis 400 years before Eamesses n., and that he had 
erected a temple to the god Seth, the national god of the 
Hyksos. The rebuilding of Tanis-Avaris, that is-, of Zoan, 
the fortress of the Hyksos, seven yeai's before the original 
foundation of which Hebron was built, falls in the year 
1744, if our date for the reign of Eamesses H. can be 
maintained. Abraham-lived in Hebron-Kirjatli-Arba be- 
fore the battle against Chedorlaomer,* of which we have 
proved that it occurred in the year 1979. 

' Ex. xii. 40, 41 j Gal. iii. 17 ; Heb. 3a. 9. ComjKire Gen. xr. l.S, 14 
Acts Tii. G, 7.- ‘ Gon. siii. 18; Num, xiii. 22. 
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TAHIS-AVABIS-ZOAN. 


Tlie successor of Tiaafcen, that is, King Karnes of 
Tliehes, the father of Abmes, is mentioned on the 
monuments as Tsafento, or ‘sustainer or feeder of the 
n'orld,’ a title which corresponds with the Hebrew 
Zaphuat-Pa’hneach, ‘ procurer of life,’ the title which the 
Phai-aoh gave to Joseph. Por this reason Manetho and 
tliose who instructed him may have assumed that Joseph 
lived in the reign of Apepi or Apophis, the last of the 
Hyhsos Hugs, so called by the Egyptians after the 
serpent, the symbol of Seth, the god of the shepherds. 
If our clironology be right, there can be no doubt but 
that Abraham was received in I^ypt by one of the 
Hyksos-Pharaohs. This is also indirectly confirmed by 
the foots that Hebron was built seven years before Tanis- 
Avaris-Zoan, the frontier fortress of the Hyksos, and 
that Abraham lived in Hebron, as already observed, 
before the battle of Shiddim in 1979. It follows from 
diis tliat the fortress of the shepherds existed in the 
time of Abraham’s journey to Egypt, between 1993 and 
1979. Einally, the regency of Joseph under a Hyksos- 
Pharaoh is indirectly confinned by the statement in 
Genesis that all the Egj’ptians said unto Joseph : ‘ Thou 
hast saved (sustained) our lives; let us find grace in 
the sight of my lord, and we will be (the foreign) 
Pharaoh’s servants.’’ Thus also it is best explained 
why the Pharaoh of Hebrew bondage, being a native 
Egyptian (Ahmes), Imew nothing of Joseph. 


FEOM THE DEAin OF JOSEPH TO THE EXODUS. 

If we prove that the implied Hebrew date for the 
exodus from Igypt is 1563, then the hithei-to undeter- 
minable period from the death of Joseph to the exodus 
consisted of 143 year’s; for, ifTerah died in 213S, Abraham 
lived from 2068-1893 ; Isaac, from 1968-1788 ; Jacob 

’ Geo. xlrii. 25 , 
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from 1009-1703. Joseph was horn in ISII!. sold in 
1700, raiseil to the regency in 17S6, and lie died in 
170G, liis father liaving gone lo Egypt prolmbh/ about 
1770-177S, icben 130 years old, and in the first year of 
the famine. 


THE niAE-tOII OF THE HOXn.VGE. 

According to IManctho, the Diaraoh of Hebrew 
bondage wa^ called Tulhmoses (ThotrSlose."!), and the 
Pharaoh of the exodus Ainenophis. Still assuming that 
the o.xodus of the Israolito.s took jilaco in 1503, Amc- 
nophis I., that is the succe.-:sor of Ahines or Amoses I., 
the Amasis of Ptolemy’s chronologj*, who also might, 
be called 'l'liot-llose.«, can alone have been the ]'’liai aoh 
of the exodus, according to any iiossiblo Egyptian chro- 
nology. It is true that a son of the Atnen()])his of the 
exodus is called Selhos, according lo the Jlancthonian 
tradition ns transmitted to us; and this name of the 
Ilyksos deity could hardly be given to a prince of the 
reigning house which had finally expelled them. But 
this is no counter-argument of any weight, as the infor- 
mation may not have been coiTCCt, and as Seth was cer- 
tainly not long after reinstalled as an Egyiitian deity. 
Again, according to the jraiicthonian legend, this prince 
was called Eampscs (Eamcsse.s?), and this name, origi- 
nally one of a deity, actually occuivi in an inscri]ition as 
one of the names or titlas of a jnince of the family of 
Ahmes, so that also Amenophis might have had the title 
Eampscs. After this deity, not after Amono]ihis-Rampscs, 
or another king, the first rallj’ing-point of the Israelites 
was called Eamscs. 

The monuments clearly show that Ahmes drove tlie 
foreign rulers out of Avaris. An inscription testifies to 
the fact that Lower Egypt was reconquered from the 
foreign rulers in the twenty-second year of the rule of 
Ahmes, the first king of the eighteenth dynasty. An 
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Admiral Alimes, wLo served under Ahmes and under his 
two successors, relates in another inscription that he took 
paa-t in an attack by land and by water on Tanis-Avaris, 
the fortress of the Hyksos. Till lately it has remained 
doubtful whether the Hyksos regained possession of this 
fortress, and were repulsed a second time, and then 
finally left Egypt, as theMancthonian legend affirms. We 
shall try to prove that the Hebrews, called ‘ the lepers,’ 
were the allies of the Hyksos, and that the exodus of the 
former took place five years before the final expulsion of 
the lattei- from the land of the Nile. 


ETHNIC HELATIONS OF THE HEBREWS. 

The Hebrews, literally those ‘ from beyond,’ and not 
necessarily from beyond the Euphrates, were the descen- 
dants as well of Abraham, Avhose ancestors had lived in 
the 0halda3an Hr, as of the assumed pei'sonage Sheni, who 
was born in the year when the Berosian Medes (Iranians) 
took Babylon in 2458. Tlie ethnic traditions of these 
Hebrews contained in the tenth chapter of Genesis can 
be locally traced fr-om the sources of the Oxus and Indus 
to Mesopotamia, where the fii-st settlements of the She- 
inites were situated.* These facts confinn our suggestion, 
that the unabbreviated periods of Genesis from ‘ Adam ’ 
to ‘ the Deluge,’ whatever these words may have signified, 
seem to be based on tribal traditions. According to 
Genesis, the first inhabitants of Shinar came from the East, 
and according to Babylonian tradition, * the mountain oi 
the world ’ lay to the East. We hold that Japhetites and 
Hamites (Aryans and Turyans ?) came fr'om the East, 
and long before ‘the birtli of Shem’ in Mesopotamia, 
became the first historical inhabitants of this country, 
called Shinar — ^Babylonia. It is submitted that these 

> See our map on flie Aboriginnl Migrations of Mankind in Mnlteit der 
licliffmicn, i. 
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Mesopotamians from the East can, accorfling to Genesis, 
be traced from the far East to the West ; that is, to 
Mesopotamia, the land of Sliein’s biilh and settlements. 
According to this scheme, the Japhetites and Ilaniitos 
lived in the East long before the birth of Sliem, whilst the 
Sliemites were formed in Mesopotamia by a combination of 
Indian or Babylonian and Iranian or Assyrian Japhetites 
and Hamites in 245S b.c., when ‘ Medes ’ took Babylon. 
The recorded first descendants of Adam bved on the 
bord era of the Gihon-Oxus, in the Hamitic laud of Cush , and 
adjoining the Eden of the second chapter of Genesis, the 
Aryana-Vafijo, or Aryan home, the Arivarvn of Tiglat 
Pilesar, on the north of the Hindu-Cush or Indian Cush. 

Without hero further entering on the discussion of these 
questions, we refer to the above facts and the hypothesis 
based upon them, in order to show the necessarj' ethnic 
interpretation of what is in Genesis called the birth of 
Shem.* We hope to establish, by a comparison of the 
principal flood-stories which have come down to us, 
that the stoiy of Noah and his three sous cannot be 
taken literally, and must bo figuratively intcipreted.® 
It is necessary to refer to this here, inasmuch as it has 
an important bearing on the now established intentional 
incorrectness of the period of 1656 years from Adam to 
the Flood, .and because of the equally certain existence 
of flood-stories more or less similar to tiiat of Genesis, but 
infinitely more ancient than, the year 2360. With the 
period of 1G5G years fells the assumption that the long- 
lived patriarchs ever existed, though such individuals may 
possibly have lived during tlie unabbreviated periods of 
more than eight thousand years named after them. 

* This waa first suggested by 0. Lenormant in 1834. The same result 
has been iudependently arrived at, and has been supported witli an un- 
surpassable depth of scientific and impartial criticism In Frofessor J. G. 
larmier's work on the Shemites in their relarioDS to Hamites and Japhetites. 

= r/icF/eiWes and the Zodiac, intheirrelcAvnxetoBxhliml A'ym&oftswi, m 
a work publishing in German^ and from Tvhich an English edition is beiog 
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JAPDET IN THE TENTS OP SHESr, 


Wc have CNjilained ethnically the birth of Shorn, which 
wc shall conclusively prove to coincide with the capture 
of Babylon by the Medcs of Berosus, connected with the 
Zend-Avesta, or tradition written. Wc maintain, diat after 
the Aryan separation in the Himalaya, and the conquest of 
India, refeiTcd to in Genesis as Havilah or Chavilah, some 
Indian Aryans or Japhetites ruling over Non-Aryans 
(Tnvyans ?) or Hamites, that is, a race of high-caste whites 
and (broadly speaking) of low-caste blacks, migrated from 
India to the Berdan Gulf, throtigh Arabia to Egjqit and 
■Libya, and thence to Canaan. From Sidon they went to- 
wards Sliinar, probably first so called by the AssjAans, the 
‘ Sumir ’ of cuneiform inscriptions,* a people cognate with 
the Modes, who ruled there 224 yc.ars before Urukh, after 
the subjugation of the Babylonians, Akkadians, Hamites, or 
Indians. Thus was realised the recorded prophecy of Noah, 
that ‘ Japhet shall dwell in the tents of Shem,’ that is, in 
Mesopotamia, and that Canaan, or Ham, shall be his ser- 
vant or slave. The Black was the slave of the White lo^ 
before the time to which the name of Noah is made to refer. 

No wonder, then, that on the advance of the Cushite 
king of Elam, Abraham the Hebrew, the leader of those 
wlio had come from beyond, from the East, the leader of 
Indian Japhetic and Indian Hamitic tribes, immediately 
broke up from Harnn, and went to Egj’pt to join the 
foreign or aboriginally Non-Egyptian rulers of that land. 
Wo understand why the Hyksos-Pharaoh kindly received 
Abraham, and why the Hebrews look a leading part, 
possiblj- with the direct assistance of the allies of the 
Egyptians in Canaan, if not of the Egyptians themselves, 
in the repulsion of the Cushite king of Elam, whose 
object seems to have been, with the assistance of the 
Ciisliitcs of Africa, of the native Egyptians and Ethio- 

■ M. Lcnoiuiant’s unpublished discoverr, who refers to tV. A. I. ii. 40, 

= ApsUur, nnd nlso = Siingw (8ingnra=;SinnO- The positive proof for the 
litter dcrivetion, first suggested by Dr. Ilidgh, is found by Jl. Lenoimnnt 
in Aboulfiirniij (llisl. Dijatut. p. 18} : ‘Sbennaar, which is El-Snmnirab.’ 
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is thus proved, in literal harmony -with a cuneiform 
inscription, to have commenced his reign exactly 700 
years after Uriikh, now proved to have been the first of 
the eleven lungs which, according to Berosus, began to 
rule in 2234. This Hammurabi was the immediate succes- 
sor of the Queen EUat-Gula, of the dynasty of Sargon I. ; 
he is designated as a stranger, and liis accession to the 
tin-one, as fixed by us in 1534, took place but twenty- 
four years after the date of Orosius for the death of the last 
Hyksos-Pharaoh, in 1558. Berosus may have had reasons 
for calling tins dynasty an Arabian one, if the Hyksos 
could be (broadly) called Assyrians, as Isaiah seems to do. 

Hammurabi, as a Hyksos and Mede, might be called 
king or chief of ‘ the Oassi ’ (Cossaei). His name has 
been connected with the Assyrian Ammu,.the snn. though 
others consider it Cushite, like the names of Ms succes- 
sors. Even on this probably correct hypothesis, the five 
hundi-ed and more years wHch the Hyksos spent .in the 
land of Cush, in I^ypt, would suffice to bring about 
a preponderance of the Hon- Aryan over the Aryan ele- 
ment, a preponderance of Aktodians or ‘ highlanders.’ 

Like the so-called Shemites of the Bible, the Hyksos, 
whose kings according to the monuments were certainly 
of Aryan descent, migrated from Aryan into K on- Aryan, 
Hamitic, or Cushite districts, where their Aryan language 
became in course of time more or less Cushite. Thus 
the Babylonians as well as the Medes, the Madai of 
Genesis, may have originally been ethnically comprised 
under the name of Chddseans, Kaldi (Celts, Aryans, or 
Japhetites), the Assyrian (or Syrian?) Eotennu-Kaldu 
of the Ebers-inscription. The priests belonged to the 
ipper castes, and in Wales and Iona are called Kaldi. 

Thus the way may be opened for the removal of two 
objections to our theory : — 

1 That the language of the upper classes and priests 
of ancient Babylonia, the so-called Akkadians, was agglu- 
tinative and allied to that of Knns and Tartars ; 
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2. That the Kaldi are first met mth- as a small tribe on 
the Persian Gulf in the eighth centuiy b.c., whence 
they moved slowly northward, and at length, under Mero- 
dach Baladan, possessed themselves of Babylon. 

It is by no means certain that the first historical 
inhabitants of Shinar-Babylonia, who had come from the 
East, and built Babylon before the ‘ Medes ’ took it in 
2458, were not Chaldoeans in the above sense of the 
word, that is, combined upper-caste Aryans and low- 
caste Non- Aryans or Cushites. Again, the post-Median 
dynasty of Urukh may have been a Ohaldaaan dynasty, 
as the Egyptians knew die Tlaldu in the 16th century. 

Synchronous history shows that there were Kassi in 
Elam-Babylonia. The Egjrptian Cushites, as well as 
the Kassi of Elam, we connect with ‘ the laud of Cush,’ 
watered by the Gihon-Jichoon-Amii-Osus, and thus with 
the home of the Aryans, whose features the Hyksos are 
on monuments represented to have had. The deity of 
Hammurabi, king of Cushites, was Marnduk or Merodach, 
which name, as we shall see, has lately been connected 
with Nimrod ‘the son of Cush.’ As Aryans were in 
the East rulers ofTiuyans (Cushites?), so in the West 
they ruled over CusHtes. As the Bible seems to caL 
the Hyksos ‘ Assyrians,’ so Herodotus calls the Assjmans 
under Sennacherib ‘ Arabians.’ We identify the expelled 
Hyksos with the ‘Arabians’ of Berosus, distinguishing from 
them the ‘ Chara ’ or ‘ Chal,’ who, according to the Harris- 
papyrus, established a foreign rule before Harnesses m.^ 

If the allies of the Israelites in li^ypt, the Hyksos, 
whom Tacitus represents as ethnically connected, and 
Josephus as identical, with the Israelites, ruled in Babylon 
eleven years before the death of Moses, Ihen we can hardly 
help surmising that this Hyksos-rule in Babylon was more 
or less directly connected with the advance of the Israelites 
under Joshua from Shiddim, with the conquest of Canaan, 
and with the division of the land in 1618. Othniel may 

Herod, ii. 14 j . BIi. Cooper connects Clialu with Chul (Hul), son of Aram. 
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have put an end to the short dominion of dnisan-Eisa- 
thaim, the Cushite, under the indirect influence of the 
Hyksos in Babylon. 

The Hylisos-rule in Egypt, perhaps beginning soon after 
2234, and ending in 1658 B.C., lay between two rules of 
possibly the same people, of tlie Medes in Babylon from 
2458-2234 B.c.,and their second rule 700 years later, in the 
same city, as the ‘Arabians ’ of Berosus, from 1534-1289 
E.c. The capture of Babylon by the Medes is in Genesis 
shown to synchronise with what is there called the birth 
of Shem. Intei-preting ethnically this event, we may 
say : When the Mede entered Babylon, Shem was born, 
that is, Japhet (the Aryan) dwelt in the tents of Shem, 
or in Mesopotamia, where Canaan (Hum, broadly the 
Turyan) was his servant. Erom 2458-1289 B.O., or for 
1,169 years, the Hebrew seems to have been the ally 
of one and the same nation of the ‘Medes’ in Babylon, 
of the ‘Hyksos’ in Egypt, and of the ‘Arabians’ in 
Babylon. Hebrew tradition, is Indian-Tranian. 

We may now suggest, that the presumable upper castes 
of the Hyksos, and tiie possible upper castes of the 
Hebrews, to which Abraham would have belonged, repre- 
sented die non-Hamitic or Japhetic, the Aryan element, 
as this is certainly implied by the representations of the 
Hyksos on monuments foimd at Avaris.^ Assuming diis 
with regard to the Hebrews, no kind of race-distinction 
existed between the Hyksos-Pharaoh and Abraham, to 
whom he gave a friendly reception, nor between Joseph 
and die Pharaoh who made him regent. The Japhetic 
or Aryan element formed the hnk between all the various 
descendants of the Indians and of the Iranians, and thus 
between the Babylonians, Medes, and Assyrians. The 
probability gains ground, that Indian Japhetites, more 
and more overwhelmed by the Hamitic element, con- 
stituted the aboriginal I^^tian (not African) nation, 
as well as the first historical nadon on the Euphrates, 

‘ Compare Pleyte, jSeligim des Fretaraihies. 
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the Babylonians, who, according to Genesis, broke np or 
journeyed from the East, and came unto Sliinar-Babylonia. 
Wlien the Medo-Iranians of Berosus, Hamites ruled by 
Japhetites, followed their Indian brethren to Mesopotamia, 
and took Babylon in 2458, the Japhetite element received 
a fresh and powerful impetus, which must have been very 
welcome to the high-caste Babylonians, as well as to the 
Hebrews, who had lived among the ChaldsEans. The Medes 
from the Caspian, whose first king is said to liave been 
sailed Zoroaster, after the great Monotheist, were tlie 
people of the Zendavesta. If in this book no so-caUed 
Semitic ideas or words are traceable, this is because its 
tradition is older than the ‘ birth ’ of Shem, the capture 
of Babylon by the Medes in 2458 B.C. 

We regard Abraham, the Hebrew chief, as an Aryan 
or Japhetite, whose ancestors had lived among those Chal- 
dasans who had first come to Shinar from the East, tliat 
is, from India, and we regard the Hyksos as belonging 
to some specific tribes of their Medo-Iranian brethren, 
whose ancestors had lived, together with the forefathers 
of the Babylonians, in the north of the Himalaya until 
the Aryan separation wldch led to the conquest of India. 
On the advance of the Cushite Chedorlaomer, who may 
have been allied with Ethiopia, Abraham, as representa- 
tive of the non-Hamitic, or Japhetic element, and of the 
tradition entrusted to the same, would on this ground 
alone have had ample reason for his journey to ^ypt, 
where the Hyksos welcomed the Aryan leader. 

On the not improbable assumption, that there were at 
this time in or near Mesopotamia Assyrians independent 
from and only ethnically connected wiA the Medes of the 
first historical dynasty of Berosus, Chedorlaomer probably 
made the Assyrians tributary, since these are neither 
mentioned as the allies of the king of Elam or of those 
kings who opposed him. This distinction already referred 
to between the Assyrians proper and the Medes and 
Hyksos can be confirmed by several fects. We are told 
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in Genesis, according to one of the two possible readings 
of tlie passage, that from the land of Shinar ‘ went forth 
Ashur and built ISiiievch.’ Assuming the name Ashur to 
refer to the Assyrians, thej' may have been raised to 
political importance by the expulsion of the lledes from 
Babylon. Mnnelho gives us Uie important information, 
that the first Hyksos-king in Avaris was afraid of the 
growing power of the Assyrians. Thus the commencement 
of llj-k.sos-rnle and of As-^yrian rule is made to syn- 
clirnnisc. Nineveh might have been built by this Ashur of 
Genesis, and jierhaps already .soon after 2234, which date, 
as we shall sec, very nearly harmonises with the dates 
of Ctesias for the foundation of AssjTian power. Hero- 
dotus states, that ‘ the Jfedcs were called anciently by all 
])eo]ilc A lyans, but when Medea the Colchian came to them 
from Athens they changed their name.’ Tlie Colchians 
were Cusliitos or Non-Aryans. Thus our explanation of 
jiledcs ns Non-Aryans ruled by Aryans is confirmed. 

Wc therefore come to tlic following ethnic results. The 
IIyk.so.', later called Arabians, were Modes, politically 
distinct from (he Assyrians, but ethnically connected with 
tliom as Tratiians. The Babylonians, avith whom -the 
.Abrahamitic Hebrews were cthnicallj'- connected, avore 
descendants from (he combined (mixed?) Jtiphetic and 
llamitic Indians. The stranger in Israel aa’ns the Iranian. 
It. is a confirmation of this, that the possibly As-syrian divi- 
nity .rnlni . .1 ah, ,.Teho\-a, avhich Moses first proclaimed among 
tlie JIcbrcav.s. h.ad not been known to the Hebreav fore- 
fathers, as arc arc cxprcs.slj' told in the Mosaic avritings. 
Oil the other hand, the Babylonian divinity avo have 
reason to regard as identical avith the El, Eljoiij and 
Eloliim of the Ilebrcavs in Abraham’s time.' Like the 
Babylonians, the Ilebrcavs are Indians aadiocamo from the 
East to Sliinar, avliere Irani.an Medcs joined them. 

■ Coniimro.ScliTOler'sAci7iii.»i^ny/™,vrho however holds Hint tlio .Tehovis- 
iic ITniiiftthites mny nevorllieloeslmvpreccivetl tlionnmoof .Tohova tlirongli 
the llchrcwft — that (Uc dci^cciidftnts of Abniliam>-ns tlic only represontn- 
tires of pura Monotheism, llioiigh Gonesia refers to the proclamntion of 
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THE EXODUS FEOM EGYPT IX 1-503 B.C. 

According to tlie Spanish presbyter Orosins, born 
towards the end of the fourth centuiy, who was long 
in Afi'ica, the Pliaraoh of the exodus died 805 years 
bqfore the foundation of Eome, that is, in the year 1558- 
1557.* Accepting this date and our year for the exodus, 
1503, the Amenophis of Manetho would have died five 
years after this event This coincidence of Hebrew’, 
Egj’ptian, and -African tradition is remarkable. 

According to the Manethonian tradition, the Israelites 
lived in the fortress of Avai-is after the expulsion of the 
Hyksos from that stronghold, they recalled the Hyksos 
from Jerusalem, these re-entered .Avaris, and from thence 
I’uled thirteen more years over Egypt. Assuming that the 
Tuthmoses of Manetho refers to Ahmcs, and his Ameno- 
])his of the exodus to his successor Amenophis I., it is at 
least curious that Amenophis is stated to have reigned thir- 
teen years, or as long as the final ride of die Hyksos lasted. 
We are thus led to assume that Amenophis, with the 
assistance of the Ethiopians, succeeded in recapturing 
Avaris, and that he pursued the enemy beyond the Syrian 
border. How this is what the monuments seem to imply 

Jclioni in tlio days^of Sctlu We Imye pointed out tlint tbo Jehorislic pnrt 
of tlio Moanic writings seems to refer to Iranian (Assyrinu;, and the 
Eloliistic to Indian (Babylonian) tradition. Also, tbat the Jclioristic non-IIe- 
biG W9, Melcbizedelc and Jethro, i>oint to apnrcprc-Abrahnmitic Monotheism. 
The Jobovistic * strangers, ’ the llccbabites, seem to be elbnicnlly connected 
by the genealogies wth D.avid, .Tetbro, and Mdehizedek. The identity, 
now incontrovertibly ostablisbcd, of the Babylonian divinity El Tdth the 
Assyrian divinity .Tabu, with which the El and the Jnb-Jehovn of the 
Hebrews respectively correspond, seems to confirm our suggestions. Sec our 
Ke^s of St. Peter j the first attempt ethnically to explain ‘the stranger *in 
Israel. About Eljon (El-On) and Jao, see The Pteiadcs and the Xodiac. 

hlr. Snyco thinks that the belief that Jnhu is found in A«syrinn must be 
given up. Kowhero in the copious lists of gods is the name mentioned, 
and the proper name which was suppo.«cd to contain the divine name begins 
really with il-yn, * my God.’ But JJuhihd is substituted for Jnlml^ihd. 

’ Oros. i. 10. The name Bokhoris (Uawk-Ilorus) may be .a title which, 
ns by Lysimaebus, was given to the last Pharaoh by Orosins. 
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■when they state that Amenophis 1. did expel nortliem 
people exactly from this part of the country. 

Thus a double attack on Avaris seems to be attested, 
one under Ahmes and one under Amenophis I. After the 
first and perliaps but partially successful attack on Avaris, 
the Israelites, the lepers of Manelho, could enter into 
Avaris, even on the assumption that the Hebrews had not 
previously been the allies of the Hyksos, and that they 
were entirely separated from the Hyksos forces, as the 
Manethonian legend would imply. Friendly Canaanites 
might even in that case have secured them an important 
support until the Hyksos returned to Avaris. Five years 
before tins final expulsion of the Hyksos from Avaris 
and Egypt, and thus in the eighth year of Amenophis L, 
1563, the exodus of the Israelites took place, according 
to Hebrew chronology, as we shall proceed to prove. It 
would be easy for the Israelites to move unopposed from 
Avaris to Eameses, whilst the Hyksos had become re- 
possessed of Avaris, into which fortress the Hebrews had 
l5een able to enter, after the first attack of the Egyptians. 
They cannot possibly have been sent there by the Egyp- 
tians. Before Amenophis, who may have been at some 
distance, if not in Ethiopia, could hear tliat the Hebrews 
had fled, and before he could reach them with his army, 
these had already reached the Red Sea. 

The connection between Uie years 1563 and 1558 can- 
not be regarded as a mere casual coincidence. Accepting 
these dales, Amenophis I. reigned from 1571-1558, and 
Tuthraoses HI. from 1515-1537. The year 1515 has been 
independently determined by an astronomical calculation 
as the first year of Tuthmoses HI.* The forty-three years 
between 1515 and 1558 correspond -witli the Manethonian 
regnal years between Tutlnnoses IH. and Amenophis I. 
The Hebrew year for the exodus, 1563, falls rvithin the 
reign of this Pharaoh, whose death, like that of the Pha- 
raoh of the exodus, according to Orosius, occurred inl558. 

' Sco Mr. Bnail Ooopei's essay in (he Appendis, Note I'V. 
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It is only by accepting our date of 1563 as the implied 
Biblical date for the exodus, not as au approximate but 
as a positive one, and by the aid of the restored period 
of Genesis from the exodus to the foundation of the 
temple, therefore by accepting the 592 instead of the 
480 years, that the Bible-record can for the first time 
be proved chronologically correct, which asserts that 
'during the end of Solomon’s life Jeroboam ‘ fled into 
Egypt unto Shishak king of Egypt, and was in Egypt 
until the death of Solomon.’* .Again, the implied Hebrew 
date for the exodus must be 1563, and 592 years later, in 
971, the temple must have been founded, if the history of 
the Book of Judges with its chronological periods is to 
be confirmed as historical, and if the period of about 300 
years, wliich Jephtha is recorded to have referred to as 
elapsed fi:om the division of the land mider Joshua until 
Jephtha’s time, is to be maintained as approximatively 
correct. It -will be seen that by these facts and argu- 
ments we propose to support the implied Biblical date of 
the exodus, 1563, by the implied correct duration of 
the Biblical period firom the exodus to the foundation of 
the temple, tliat is, 592 and not 480 years. We have 
already given a reason for the hypothesis that the former 
date is the correct one ; we now do not hesitate to assert 
that we shall raise tliat hypothesis to the dignity of a fact. 
Thus we shall prove that the Apostolic limitation of the 
period from the division of the land until Samuel to 450 
years is correct, and that it corrects the Biblical period of 
480 years from the exodus to the Temple-foundation. 
Holy writ corrected by holy tradition. 

The second Hebrew period, which together with that 
of 1656 years is incorrect, as we have seen, is indicated in 
the Second Book of Engs, according to which there is an 
interval of only 480 years between the exodus and the 
foundation of tlie temple. St. Paul and Josephus correct 
this mistake. Accor^g to the statement of St. Paul, 

* 1 Kings xi. 40 ; comp. p. 60. 
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450 years must be reckoned from tie division of die land 
to Samuel. Accepting the year 1563 for the exodus, St. 
Paul’s period extends from 1518 to 1068. If we add the 
forty years from the exodus to the death of Moses, and 
the five years frora his death to the division of the land, 
this alre.idy makes 495 years. To these we must add, 
counting backwards from the foundation of the temple, 
the three first years of Solomon, the forty years of David, 
and the twenty-two of Saul, so that, including tiie thirty- 
two years of Samuel’s judgeship, the dm’ation of which 
was hitherto not known, the period from the exodus 
to the foundation of the temple amounts to 592 yeai's. 
Moreover Josephus not only confirms St. Paul’s statement 
with regard to the 450 years, but also indirectly asserts 
that Samuel was judge for thirty-two years, inasmuch as 
he assigns 592 years to the period from the exodus to the 
foundation of the temple, and 612 to the dedication.^ 

Every doubt as to the correctness of this period, 
lengthened directly by Josephus and indirectly by St. 
Paul from 480 to 592 years, must vanish before the light 
of the following facts. All the dates which the Book of 
Judges and the First Book of Samuel assign to this time 
may be consecutively arranged by accepting St. Paul’s pe- 
riod of 450 years, which forms the centre of the 592 years, 
thus clearly demonstrating their historical exactness. The 
remaining twenty-eight years fill up the gaps occupied by 
the undetermined rule of Mesopotamia aud the interval 
between the death of Ehud and Barak, for the latter of 
wliich twenty years remain, if we restrict the former to 
eiglit. 

The period of 592 years, as already stated, is implied 
in a passage of the Book of Judges which no system of 

' Jus. eon. Ap. ii. 2. By substituting the forty years assigned to Saul in 
the .Acta for the restored terf of 1 Sam. liii. 1, according to which he 
reigned twenty-two years, Samuel would have been jndge only fourteen 
years instead of tbirty-lwo years. This at least would be highly improhable, 
hut possible according to our chronology. 
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chronology has hitherto been able to take into considera- 
tion.i Our chronology alone shows that the Bible is right 
in reckoning 300 years in round numbers from Jephtha’s 
judgeship to the division of the land under Joshua, 319 
years being the exact interval. The chronology of the 
Book of Judges has been hitherto regarded as at least 
partly unhistorical, because its periods could not be placed 
within the frame of 480 years. Accepting 592 years, 
Solomon and Shishak are contemporaries in harmony with 
the Bible and monuments, as we shall later point out. 

A further confirmation of our year 1563 for the 
exodus, and of the year 971-970 for the foundation of 
Solomon’s Temple, may be found in the fragmentary Tyrian 
annals which Josephus borrowed from Menander, accord- 
ing to which Carthage was founded 155 years and eight 
months after ‘ the reign of Hiram.’ Cicero informs us 
that the foundation of Carthage took place thirty-nine 
years before the first Olympiad, i.e. 815 b.c. ; Hiram must 
therefore have been king of Tyre 155 years and eight 
months before tliis date, i.e. 971-970. Since the building 
of Solomon’s Temple began in this year, according to our 
chronology, the exact coincidence which follows, and 
which cannot be casual, proves Josephus to be wrong in 
his fui'ther statement, which he cannot have extracted 
from the Tyrian annals, that the building of the temple 
was begun in the twdfth, instead of the first year of 
Hiram.’* 

Finally, our year 1563 for the exodus, and 934 for the 
death of Solomon, is confirmed by the feet that fr’om the 
year 934 to 621, which we shall prove to be the twenty-first 
year of Josiah and the' fifth year of Nabopalassar, known by 
the Ptolemaic reckoning of the eclipse of the moon, there 
is an interval of 313 years, the exact number required by 
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the Bible. This sum total of years is attained by assuming 
contemporary reigns where they seem to be required, 
aud by thus doing away with the two interregnums 
hitherto assumed ; also by following generally the rule 
noted in the Mishna, according to which the years of a 
king’s reign ended with New Year’s day, so that the first 
year of his successor’s reign need only have lasted a few 
months, weeks, or days.^ 


EETROSPECT OF CHRONOLOGIOAL RESULTS. 

Having discovered the year 2438 for the birtli of Shem, 
olhuically explained, as the starting-point of Hebrew 
chronology, we proceeded to follow the testimony of the 
Bible' to establish the year 15C3 for the exodus. Starting 
from this year, the statements of St. Paul and of Josephus 
necessarily fixed the year 974 for Solomon’s accession to 
the throne. Again, starting from the eclipse of the moon 
in the year 621, the fifth year of Habopjilassar, and fol- 
lowing the rule of the Mishna, we reckoned backwards, 
and obtained for the accession of the third king of 
Israel exactly the same year 974. 

This harmony, which it is impossible to ascribe to mere 
chance, establishes three facts. First, the correctness of 
our assertion that the birth of Shem, which took place, 
according to Genesis, nincty-eiglit years before the Hoa- 
chian Deluge, coincides wth the capture of Bab}don 
by the Medes, according to Berosus in the year 2438. 
Secondly, the absolute necessity of reckoning 392 years 
with St. Paul and Josephus, instead of 480, from the 
exodus to the building of the temple. Finally, that the 
Mishna-rulc was often, but not invariably, followed by 
Hebrew chroniclei-s, and that the system of co-regencies 
adopted by us is correct. 

' Compare Rosch Ilasclmnali. S. Sharpe appHcd this hey io his Chrono^ 
logif of the Silk] see otir Appendix, Notes 2 and 3. 
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Each of these three important facts has been left in 
obscurity by the Bible, either purposely or by accident, 
and they could have been known onlj' to the initiated. 
Ifow, the existence of a secret tradition in Israel, which 
led to that concealment in the Bible, and to which 
Justin Martyr directly refers, might be proved by 
the fact alone, that the statements of St. Paul and of 
Josephus with regard to the 450 and the 592 years, in- 
dependently made and yet completely confirming each 
other, were deduced from one and the same non-written 
source of knowledge. Both St. Paul and Josephus per- 
ceived the error in the First Book of Kings with regal’d to 
the 480 years. Tliey completed and corrected Holy Writ 
by Holy Tradition. 

Our Table on the unhistorical scheme of 7000 years, 
so skilfully veiled over by the initiated, proves to demon- 
stration that the 480 years were devised, because tlie 
right number of 592 years ivould at once have cleared up 
the designed alteration. For it is only by accepting tliis 
interval of 592 years between the exodus and the founda- 
tion of the temple, that the 1656 years and the mysteiious 
number of seventy years remain, the latter for the period 
from the beginning of the Creation to the a'eation of 
Adam. It is therefore no chance mistake of a copyist 
that has crept into the First Book of Engs ; but here, as 
in the case of the 1656 years from Adam to Hoah, we 
have to deal ivith a design. 

How seldom such chronological errors occur in the 
Old Testament is shown not only by the above-men- 
tioned synchronisms of various countries, but also from 
the contemporary history of the Assyrians and Israelites, 
hitherto unreconciled, though required by the Bible and 
the inscriptions. From the chronology of the Hebrews, 
as restored in the above manner, follows the satisfactory 
result, that the contemporary reigns of kings of Israel 
and Judah with kings of Assyria, Babylonia, and Egypt, 
as required by the Bible, can all be reconciled. 
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TJIK A^SYlilAX ANXAI*< 

Like tlie Ailicniaii Aivlions and tiic L-ifedeinoiiiati 
E])liors, the highest functionaries of Assyria were for the 
time of one year honoured with a special mark of dislini’- 
tion. viz., that every year rvas marked in lire official li.'-ts 
by the name of one of these functionaries, e.vcepliiig that 
the first year of a reign was often marked by a king's 
name. These official lists contain only rows of iiaine.s 
which are from time to time interrupted by horizontal 
lines of division intended to indicate the accession of a 
new king. As a rule, in the time before Tiglat. Pilesnr IT., 
the name of the new king stood next before the line ns 
first Eponym.* 

According to Mr. G. Smith, of the British Museum, the 
following are the points of contact hitherto discovered 
between the As^ian arnials, and the succession of the 
kings of Babylon, with the duration of their reigns as 
stated by Claudius Ptolemmus, who flourished between 
130 and 161 a.d., and connected them witlj astronomical 
calculations which have since been confii raod. 


‘ Casos or 
Nttbonnssnr 


Elulrans . 
Mnnlok Empados 
Arlinmnos 


Eiilibus . 
Ap.'irAnmliiis 

Saosducbinus 

Kiaclndaims 


Assvbian Anxai.!. 
Tiglnl PiliMttr 


Saip^on . 
Sonnneberib . 


> Lcps'ms, DitAayritchett JEfonymm, § 33. 
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called by God to punish Isi-ael, that the spirit of Pul 
was stiiTcd up by tlie God of Israel, and that Mcuahem 
was compelled lo pa}’’ him tribute.* 

According to our chroiiolog}'^, Mcuahem reigned from 
760 to 750, and, according to the official lists, Tiglat 
Pilesar reigned from 745 to 727. Wc are expressly told 
that the tribute imposed on Mcuahem (possibly by Pul 
before Tiglat Pilesar’s accession) was not collected and 
received before the ciglitli }'car of Tiglat Pilesar’s reign, 
738. If, then, wc can show that the Pul of the Bible 
seems to have come to the throne in 763, a few years be- 
fore Menahein’s accession, the assumption will recommend 
itself, that the tribute imposed by Pul was paid to Tiglat 
Pilesar. 

One of Tiglat Pilesar’s praloccssors, if there was more 
than one, may have been called Pul, and Assyria may have 
made an expedition against S 3 Tia before Tiglat Pilesar’s ac- 
cession to the throne. According to the official lists, there 
was a ‘ disturbance in the city of Assur ’ in the j'car 763, 
or eighteen years before Tiglat Pilcsai', and the statement 
of this event in the year 763 is preceded on one of the 
existing copies of those Assyrian chronological tables by 
a horizontal line of division, which might indic.atc a change 
of reign or dj-nasty. Such a change ma}- in fact be casilj'- 
reconciled with the disturbance in the capital mentioned 
.about this time. Further, in the j-ear 754, i.c. the sixth 
j'ear of Menahcm, and nine j'ears before Tiglat Pilesar, 
there is a notice of an ‘ expedition lo Arpad,’ therefore to 
Syria, which was probably allied with Israel, though it 
soon after became the ally of Tiglat Pilesar and Judah. 
Moreover, the exjjedition was directed .against one of 
those cities, probabl}' in the neighbourhood of Hamath 
and the Orontes, to which Sennacherib refers in Isaiah 
as to cities overthrown by iVssyria.- 

At the time, then, of Menahem’s reign in Israel, there 

* 1 Chroii. V. 20. Compare 2 Kings xv. 19-22. 

- Is. 0 j xxxtL 19 j x-\xvii. 13. Compai-c 2 Kings xviii. 34 j xix. 13. 
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v;!s an Assyrian expedition to Syria, during which the 
king of Israel eoulil he- compelled to pay Iriljiile, ns is 
asserici! hv the Bihlc to have heeii the ease during the 
reigns ef Monahcm in Israel and Pul in Assyria. 'J'his 
expedition may have taken i»laee in the reign of Pul, 
when iMcnahem dhl not ;it once ])ay, but promised and 
probably guaranteed by hostages, the ])aymenl of tri- 
bute mentioned in the Bible, whieh ho bad first to colloel, 
from ‘ the mighty mint of wealth.’ It seems to have been 
custoniaiy to .allow some time for the colleelion of the 
tribute. This ean be proved with rcgtird to the tribute 
imposed on Arainatan cities by'J'iglat Pilc.«ar in TSO-TfiS. 
on which occasion ‘the tribute of Menahem of Samaria’ 
w.as paid together with that of other princes, from which 
it does not follow that JIunahem was llntii alive. Again, 
it is staled that Hozekiah was allowed to send by an am- 
bassador the tribute imposed on him by Seimaeliorib, of 
who.se father and predecessor, Pargon, Sir. Sayee ha.s 
proved that he imposed tribute on IJczekiah not. at Lakisli 
but at Jerusalem. It was probably the refusal to jiay 
this tribute after Sargon’s death whiidi led to Sennacherib’s 
inva.“ion, which hti® been mixal up with tliitt of fiar- 
gon. According to Sennacherib’s inscrijition, ho took 
to Xineveh Ilezokiah’s ‘ precious molten metal,’ Tliis 
imisl have included ‘all the silver that w.-is found in the 
liouso of the Loni and in the treasures of the king's 
house,’ ns well as ‘ the gold from the doors of the tein])le 
of the Lord and from the pillars ' which Ilcxckiah had 
overlaid and now cut off and ‘g.ave' (not sent) to the 
king of Assyria.' Also llaiiassch’s tribute may have been 
sent to Xinevel). 

We a.ssumc for the pre.scnl that the hori/tontal line 
marked on one of the existing copies of official lists does not 
refer exce])tionallj' to the eclipse of the siiii in that year, but 
signifies, as usual, (he change of a king in the year of the 
di.sturbance in the city of Assur, 7C3, and that it rcfei-s 
‘ Comjiaro 2 Kinga xviii. 13-10 witli llic inecr. llnwl. xii. I.S-32. 



UEUKII A>-D HAMMUHABI. 


3G 

to llie necessiou of Pul to llic throne. Accordingly Pul 
began liis roigii three years before Menahem, and, more- 
over, as the first king of a new dynasty, that is, as we 
shall show, of tlie second Assyrian dj-nasty of Berosns. 
Accepting this as con-ect, the fir.st conquest of Babylon 
by the Assyrians must have taken place, according to 
the authorit 5 ’^ of Berosns, 52C j'ears before, i.c. in the 
year 1289 n.c. Now this year, according to a statement of 
Sennacherib, was in fact the }^car of the first capture of 
Babylon. He declares in an inscription that this conquest 
by the Assyrians look place 600 years before liis capture 
of Babylon, which Hr. Smith places in the year G89.‘ 
Adding COO to G89, we gain the above year 1289 for the 
foundation of the Assyrian monarchy in Babylon. 

It is impossible to regard this as a mere chance-coinci- 
dence, and still loss .'O since the above event, according to 
the fragments of the Plolemican Canon known to us, falls 
between the period from 699 to 080, between Aparan- 
adius and Asaredanus, the events of which time cannot 
at present bo determined, cither by the Babylonian or by 
the Assyrian annals. If the year 089 is thus confirmed 
to be the 3 ’ear of Sennacherib’s capture of Babylon, 
and consequently if that j'car must be regarded as the 
starting-point for the 600 years of Sennacherib’s inscrip- 
tion, then it is herebj' demonstrated that the first Ass 3 Tian 
d 3 'nasty, the sixth of Berosus, came to the throne in ] 289, 
and that it was followed, on the authority of the Chaldajan 
historian, 526 5 'ears later, that is, in 703, by the second 
Assyrian d 3 -nasl 3 -. 

We have, therefore, every reason to expect that further 
excavations in Nineveh or in Bab 3 -lon will bring to light 
additional facts which will fill up the gaps in, the Bab 3 ’- 
lonian and Ass 3 Tian annals m such a manner as to con- 
firm oui' jKisitivc assertion that in the 3 'car 703, in the 
year of the solar eclipse, a new king, and with him a now 
dynast 3 -, came to the throne in Bab 3 -lon. 

' Dcrlin Zdisclarifl of March 1870. 
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If. (hcrofoiv, ;i king Ciillcd rul, or liy .i rompofil r> nnme 
in v.-hicli Pul occurs, or if tnic of Pul's |if>S'ih]c but Imrdly 
jirobnble jircilecc-ssors came lo the tlironc in Paln'lon in 
7(!o. .ns first king of a new dynn.sty. then tlio second 
Assyrian dynasty, tlic duration of wliicli could liitbcrfo 
not be dotcrinincd, has rcignL-d I.'IS years, or fj-oin lO.'ifo 
('i2o. the iiisl year of Xabopalassar. Having absolutely 
fixeil the coinmencument of the first. AssyiiuTi dynasly in 
12Sn. bv accepting the o2i’i years which Hcrosus a,“signs 
to its reign, we may now a.'''ert, without fear of contra- 
diction, tlial the preceding Arabian dynasly of Berosns 
in Babylon came to the throne in that is, 245 ye.ars 
before the first Assyrian capture of Babylon. 

It is not a liltlo remarkalfie, that whereas our clirono- 
logy, in connection with the known dates of Berosu.®, 
has confirinc!! the inscription of Sonnaclierib about the 
(iOO years bclwccn the two capturc.« of Babylon by the 
A.ssyrians, another cuncifonn in.scriplion containing a dale 
should be confirmed by the .«ame combination, and should 
thereby absolulcly fix the date of Urukh, the builder of 
the tower of Babel. 

The broken 03 ’Iindor of Xabonadiu.s' contains a .state- 
ment, according to which in his time (5.'>5-.5 .j 8 n.c.) there 
c.xislcd in a tower a cj’lindcr of Hammurabi, with the 
asserlioii that the tower had been founded 700 years be- 
fore Hammurabi. This tower can, hj* the inscriptions, 
be jtroved to have been the tower or liousc, or ‘ house 
of Bel,’ which Unikli is repcalcdlj* stated to have 
bnilt at Babel. Accordtngh’ there seem to have hecn 
700 v'uars between Unikli and Hammurabi. Now, as 
Hammurabi was llic first king of a foreign race, who 
followed at Bahj-lon Queen Kllat-Gula of the House of 
Sai gon I., and as it is now proved that a new dynasly, the 
Arabian d}'nasly of Jierosus, came lo tlic llirone in 153-1, 
the 700 )’e.ar.s of Hammurabi’s inscription would roach 
to 2231. This is the precise d.ale for the acccssiim of 

* See Mr, G, Smith in Jhtfrna/o/‘ JIiMirff/ jlrrAfro/nyVf i. JJfl, 71. 
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the first of the eleven kings at Babylon, according to 
Berdsus. It may, therefore, now be asserted, that Urukh 
was the first king of that post-Median dynasty, and that 
Hammm-abi, the first king of the new djmasty which 
followed the reign of EUat-Gula, was the first king of the 
Ai-abian dynasty, and tliathe began his reign in 1534. We 
have come to this conclusion about the ib-abian dynasty 
of Berosus by commencing the reign of the second Assy- 
rian dynasty with the year 763. Beckoning backwards 
from this dale the 526 years which Berosus assigns to the 
first Asspnan dpiasty, we fixed the commencement of its 
reign in the year 1289, and reckoning back from this year 
the 245 years of tlie Arabian dynasty, we gained the year 
1534 for its accession. 

Thus, starling from oiur date for the accession of the 
second Assyrian dynasty in 763, and reckoning backwards, 
the dales of Berosus for the reigns of the first Assp-ian 
and the Arabian dynasties led us to the year 1534. We 
arrive at the s.ame date, if, starting from the date of 
Berosus for the accession of the post-Median dynasty, 
that is, from 2234, we allow the 458 years of Berosus 
for the second Chaldman dynasty, and if, following the 
inscription of Hammurabi about the 700 years between 
liim and Urakh, we determine the duration of the reigns 
of the post-Median dynasty by 242 years. Thus the 
458 and tlio 242 years fill up tl'ie inlci-val of 700 years 
which Hammurabi’s inscription uith marvellous accuracy 
demands. The correctness of this earliest date on cunei- 
form inscriptions is proved beyond all doubt by the 
now established fact that Hammurabi began- to reign 
245+526=771 years before 703, the accession of the 
second Assp-ian djmasty. 

These remarkable conclusions are directly connected 
with our assumed date of 703 for the accession of the second 
Assyrian dynasty in Babylon, of which the first or one of 
the first kings may have been called Pul, and if so, cer- 
tainly was the contemporaiy of Mcualiem of Israel, who. 
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according to oiu' chronology, ruled from 760 to 750. Wo 
may noiv safely assert that the difficulties which lie in the 
way of die synchronism which the Bible and the Assyrian 
inscriptions demand, as regards Menahem, Pul and Tiglat 
Pilesar, can be solved by the assumption that after tire 
contemporaneous reign of Pul and of Menahem, Tiglat 
Pilesar in 738, his eighth year, received the tribute from 
the Mng of Israel, which had been imposed on Menahem 
by Pul, as the Bible asserts it. Tire statement that in 
the year 7 38 Tiglat Pilesar received ‘ the tribute of Mini- 
himmi Samirinaai ’ does not refer to the personal presence 
of the latter. As the Assyrian campaign against Arpad 
took place in 754, in tire fourth year before Menahem’s 
death, pei-haps the paying of tribute was tlien imposed on 
Menahem, and he was recognised by Assyria in that year. 

This much is absolutely certain, that the king of Israel 
who ruled between 760 and 750 according to the Bible, 
was the contemporary of Pul according to the Bible, and 
that three years before the now fixed accession of Mena- 
hem, that is, in 763, a new dynasty, the second Assyrian 
dynasty, came to the throne. The first king, or one of 
the first, may have been caDed Pul or by a similar name, 
and may have been succeeded by Tiglat Pilesar II., who 
is clearly distinguished in the Bible record from Pul. 
Were it not for this distinction, the name Pul might 
be regarded as derived fi'om that of Tuklat-Habal- 
Asar.^ As it is implied by the inscriptions, in which Tiglat 
Pilesar makes no mention of his parentage, contrary to 
custom, it may be asserted that he was not of royal descent. 
If we connect this probable fact with the disturbance in 
the capital Assm-, eighteen years before the accession of 
Tiglat Pilesar, it seems reasonable to infer that in that 
year 763 Pul was either deposed as the last king of the 
first Assyrian dynasty, or raised by force as a king im- 
coimected with the first Assyrian dynasty. 


Compaie Schiader, Die SMlmtchrifttn, who identifies 



4.0 TIGLAT PILHSAR AND AZARUII. 

Wc niny now go farther, and assert that tlie synchro- 
nism of Mcnahoin and Pid, required by the Bible, 
according fo onr chronolog3' excludes tlic oflierwise pos- 
sible hyjjothc.sis, that Pul was the last king of the first 
As.syi’ian dynasty. This assertion is confinned by the 
tradition transiniltcd by Alexander PolyliLslor, the friend 
of Sulla (Ijorn ]3S b.c.), who had access to the writings 
of Berosiis. Por accoi-ding to this tradition the list of 
the kings of the first Assj-rian d3'uasty led to Beleas 
(Pul), who is thus shown to have been the first king of 
the second Assj-riandj-nasty, which we have proved came 
to the lltrone in 703, therefore eighteen j'oars before 
Tiglat Pilesar. As this possible Pul is said to have been 
succeeded by an uj)start sovereign, raised by force, and 
who fixed the succession in his ot\ni family until the de- 
struction of Xineveh, wc may connect the name of this 
king, Belefants, with the second part of that of Tiglat 
Pilesar, or 'ruklat-IIabala.rar, probably a loading general, 
who sttcccedcd Pul in 745.' 

The syuclirotustu as.stimcd to be required by Assyrian 
inscriptions between Tiglat Pilesar and jVzariah, or Uzziah 
of Judah, though inijmsible as late as the 3’cnr 742, to 
which tlie inscriptions have been referred, becomes jtos- 
sihle by otir chronology up to 7-18, or three 3’oars previous 
to Tighit Pilesar’s accc.'‘.<ion. But wc do not assume that 
tlie latter was PiilV co-regent and coimnandcr of the arm3'. 
Ur.'/.ialtV reign of ft fty'-two years ended in 748, so that he 
was a conlemporaiy of Jlcnahem of Israel. According 
to the Bible, both Uzziah and Jlcnahcm are contempo- 
raries of a ‘ king of As.s3-ria ’ called Pul ; yet according 
to the inscriptions, on which the name of Pul has not 
yet been found, these two kings of Judah and Israel arc 
suppo.sed to have been contemporaries of Tiglat Pilesar. 
Wc hope to show, that this interpretation of the inscriji- 
tions is erroneous with regard to the supposed synchro- 


* Polyliist Eus. Cliron* Can. I. 4. 
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iiism between the reigns of Tiglat Pilesar and Azariah- 
Uzziah, and that the inscriptions do not necessitate the 
assumption that these kings were contemporaries. What 
we have proved with regard to Menahem can be as 
firmly established with regard to Azariah. 

The inscription now generally assigned to Tiglat Pilesar 
IV. states that this king annexed to Assyria several districts 
of Hamath with their cities, which ‘ in faithless rebellion ’ 
had gone over to ‘Azariah (Uzziali) of Judah.’ Why 
should tills rebellion not have taken place in the time be- 
fore the accession of Tiglat Pilesar ? If so, it may have 
taken place in the rei^ of Pul, and the inscriptions of 
Tiglat Pilesar would only confirm the Biblical statement, 
tliat IJzziah, as w'ell as Menahem, were contemporaries of 
Pul, not of Tiglat Pilesar. This they are, according to 
our Hebrew chronology. Without disregarding the in- 
scriptions, and without any forced inteipretation of the 
Bible, both may be smd to hamionise. 

According to the inscriptions, Tiglat Pilesar received 
tribute firom a king of Judah callecl Yahuchazi Jahudai. 
This name deaily refers to Ahaz of Judah (739-725), 
who was for twelve years the contemporary of Tiglat 
Pilesar (745-727). During the Syrian campaign (734- 
732) ‘against Damascus and the Philistines,’ Tiglat Pilesar 
may be assumed to have succoured Aliaz of Judah, who 
was attacked by Pekah of Israel (748-728), by Eezin of, 
Damascus, as weE as by the Plulistines and Edomites. 
Ahaz joined the Assyrian ally at Damascus, which city 
was captured by Tiglat Pilesar after a long resistance. 
According to the inscriptions, Bezin had fled into a certain 
city, probably to Dania.scas, where he may have met with 
his'^ath, to which die Bible refers.’^ 

Pekah of Israel (748-728), the Pechacha of inscriptions, 
ruled seventeen years contemporaneously with Tiglat 

' 2 Kings XYi. 5-9. Compare for thU and the following tlie CliTonalogxj 
cf Sennacherib by G. Smith, to whose assietance nnd suggestions, ns also to 
^ Snyce, Dr. Dirch, and l&b'. Basil Cooper, the author is deeply indebted. 
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Pilesar. Pekali’s successor, Hosea (728-720), the Husie 
of inscriptions, whom the Asgi-ian claims to have set up, 
but probably eonlimicd, came to the throne one year 
before Tiglat Pilcsar’s death, and was contemporary of 
Shalmaneser IV. (727-722) for five years. According 
to biblical account, the city of Samaria would seem to 
have been captured by Shalmaneser, who besieged it, 
but according to Assyrian accounts, this occurred between 
the two jiossible years 722-720, and therefore during 
the reign of Sargon (722-705). Tlie inscriptions refer 
to SiH'gon as to ‘the puni.sher of the broad I3eth-Omri,’ 
and ‘llic dc.slroj-or of the city of Samaria and of the 
cntii-o Uctli-Oinri.’ Sargon himself refers in an inscrip- 
tion to his .siege and capture of the city. The ninth year 
of Ilosca, in which the king of As-syria took Samaria,^ 
is according to our chronology the year 720. It follows, 
that it was Sargon who made Ilosca a prisoner. 

Hezokiah (725-097), the llazakiahu of inscrii)tions, 
wa.s (he contemporary of Sargon during the seventeeu 
years of tlic latter’s reign, and he ruled eight years con- 
temporaneously with Sennacherib (705-G80). AVo now 
come to the most important tc.el for the corrcctnos.s of 
our chronologj'. According to the Iliblc, the Ass5’rinns 
first entered .Tudah ‘in the fourteenth ye.ar of Ilczekiah.’® 
This year .synchroni.'ies with the eleventh of Sargon, 711 
11. c., when he made an cx])edition to Aslulod." We 
ma}' therefore as.<umc that Sargon, the tlicn ‘king of 
A.“sjTia,’ wa.s with tlic army, but that his .'■on and suc- 
ce.isor Sennacherib, with whom the future important 
event.s were diiwllj- connccletl, as leader of the Assyritin 
vanguaid, entered the tcrriloiy of Judah before Sargon, 
and was for thi.« reason (or for othci's) connected in the 
te.\t with this first Assyrian expedition against Judah, 

' 2 Kill!.'? .wii. 0, 

= 2 Kings .xviii. l.T; U.xxxvl 1. 

’ I'or till! fixfolil, if not ECYCDfold, FYncbrouisni referring io tlio j'car 711 
D.C,, .see p. 60. 
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\vlicn. as sliown by a new interprctaliou of the tenth and 
other cliaplers of Isiiah, Sai-gou seems (o have besieged 
Jerusalem and there imposed the tribute on Ilezckiah, 
which Sennaolierib enforced leu years lalcrJ 

According to the inscriptions, Sargon I'lilcd at least 
three years in Babylon as the Arkaianos of the rtolcmmau 
Canon, who reigned five yeai-s, after having deposed in (he 
year Tdf) Jfanlok Ernpado.s (Emlados or Emplados?), 
the Jlarndachns-Baldancs, or Slerodaeh (Berodach) Bala- 
dan of the liiblc, who ruled twelve jear.s according to 
the Babylonian annals. The cnibas.«y of ^ferodach to Ileze- 
kiah, refcrix'd to in the book of I.saiah, took ])lacc in the 
year 711, just before S.argon's eainpaign to Aslidod and 
Judah. The king’s illnc.«s. aecom])anicd by the promise 
of a furllicr reign of fifteen years, took place so many 
yciins before the de.ith of llcxekiah in GOT, llmt is in 
712-711, the fourteenth of his reign, and was followed 
in that same year by the ‘ coining up ' of the Assyrians, 
in the reign of Sargon, his .'on Sennacherib po.s.eibly lead- 
ing the vanguard. 

It is clear that the object of Ifcrodach’s embassy was 
an alliance between Babylon. Judah, and Egypt, and 
that the jirotcndod enquiiy after ‘ the wonder which was 
done in the land,’* cannot have liad any reference to the 
solar eclipse of C80, Avhich took pl.aco eight years after 
the death of Henckiah, to whom the embassy was sent. 
More probable is the hypothesis, th.at the astronomical 
Avondor, recorded to have resulted in a relative retrogres- 
sion of th.e .sun-dial, Avas connected Avilli .an alteration in 
the inclination of the dial or column. The sim-dial of 
Ahaz nia}' liave been introduced .a.s an Assj-rian innowa- 
tion whilst this king Avas the A\a.ss.al of Tigl.at Pilesar, and 
even introduced an .albar from D.ainascus, as probably also 
the astronomical .s 3 -rabolism of the A.s.s}-rian.s. This pos- 
sible Assyrian sun-dial m.ay li.aA-e been replaced by another, 

’ Sec tlio importnnl K‘-!*ay of Sfr. Siiync, ThwL .Tnii. 387^1. 

' 2 Cliroa. xxxii. 31 ; comp. Ip. x.v. C, C. 
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perhaps by a Babyloniau sun-dial, which marked a com- 
parative retrogression of ten degrees, as it might also be 
taken to mark symbolically the intended receding from 
an Assyrian to a Babylonian alliance. 

In the year 701 the campaign of Sennacherib against 
Hezekiali look place, which according to the Assyrian 
account led to a victory. Tlie contemporary advance of 
Tirhakali, Idng of Ethiopia (Cush), possibly accompanied 
by pestilence, had no doubt something to do with the 
retreat of the Assyrians.* Tlie Assyrian inscriptions refer 
to Manasseh as the contemporary of Asarhaddon, which 
synchronism offers no difficulty, as the former reigned 
from 6S0-6C8, and the latter from 697-G41. Thus all 
required synchronisms are proved, which the Bible and 
the inscriptions require. 


Assvmax asd IlrsBEvr SnromioKisui!. 



‘ 2 lungs xi*. 9. 
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It is, therefore, no longer necessary to assume, that 
in tlie first year of the era of Nabonassar, 747, at the 
commcnceijient of the astronomical canon, the second 
Assjuiau dynast}' in Babylon came to the throne. But 
althougli we have changed this supposed date for 763, 
and starting from that have altered tlie hitherto received 
dates for the accessions of tlie three preceding dynasties, 
the length of reigns which we know from Berosus has 
been accepted, and only the rule of the second liistorical 
dynasty, hitherto not knowi, has been fixed at 242 years, 
thus giwng a total of 1903 years from the accession of 
the second historical dynasty commencing with Urukh to 
Darius Codomannus, or from 2234 to 331. 

Thus the statement of Callisthenes is confirmed accord- 
ing to which the astronomical calculations of the Olial- 
daiaus reached to 1903 years before Alexander. Calli- 
sthenes accompanied Alexander the Great to Asia, and 
communicated this statement from Babylon to Aiistotlo, 
his relative and teacher, whilst the philosopher Simplicius, 
who has transmitted this infomiation in his treatise ‘ de 
Coalo,’ fled to Chosi-oes, king of the Persians, in the begin- 
ning of the sixth century a.c. The correctness of this 
statement, corroborated by Pliny, has lately been assailed.' 


ORIGIN OF BABYLONIAN .AND Oli- ASSYRIAN BOWER. 

We have seen that Medes ruled in Babylon from 2458 
until the accession of the firet of the post-Median eleven 
kings, of Urukh, in 2234. These Medes, the Madai of 
the Bible, we have proposed to identify with the Hyksos 
who seem to have entered Egypt soon after 2234, and also 
until the ‘Arabians’ who twenty-four year's after the ex- 
pulsion of the Hyksos niled in Babylon fi-om 1534. We 
distinguished from these Medes the Assyi'ians, who may 

’ Pliny H. N., tH. 67 ; T. 11. Hnrtm, Anntdes de BA. C/ir, xiv. 254 ; con- 
firmed by Oppert, IJtst. dcs Empires, etc. p. 7. 
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place.' After the long rule of the Modes and on TJrukh’s 
accession in Balj 3 ’lon, the Non-Babylonians (L-anians?) 
whom tlic Babylonians (Indians.!’) subjected, or who -will- 
ingly remained in Babylonia, would naturallj'- not under- 
stand the- commands of their foreign rulers. 

We have no i-eason whatever to doubt the historical 
accuracy of the dialdajan historian Berosns, that in 2458 
Babylon existed, and was captured by the strangers whom 
he calls Medcs. A Clialdaian could no more have in- 
vented such a foreign rule than the Egyptians could have 
invented the sway of the Hj-ksos. Every doubt on the 
correctness of this liict, and of the date 2458, vani-shes 
before tlie positive proof that, like Berosus, the Hebrews 
begin their hisloi-j’ with that date, with which, for one 
reason or another, they unquestionably connect the birth 
of Sliem. Babylon was therefore in the possession of 
the Iranian Medcs from 2458 to 2234, when IJrukh 
established his rule there. Five years later these Medes 
ns Hj-ksos seem to have ruled over a part of Egypt ns 
the 12th dynasty, upon which the 15tli followed, and of 
which monuments have been found in the Hj'ksos fortress 
Avnris. For if to the 51 1 j'cnrs of the H 3 -ksos rule over 
the wliole of Eg 3 -pt, which ended with theii- final expulsion 
ill 1558, n.c., wo add tlic ICO years which Afriennus gives 
to the ] 2th dynast 3 ', we get 2229 it.c. for its acce.ssion. 

Wo have seen, tlial according to alleged Mancthonian 
tradition, the commencement of the ll 3 'ksos rule, soon 
after 2234 according to our chronolog 3 -, synchronised 
witli the growth of Ass 3 Tian power, so that Nineveh 
may have been built any time after 2234. This 
assumption is in the first place confirmed by the as- 
sertion of Sargon II. in an inscription of his, that 350 
Ass 3 ’'riaii kings had preceded him. Considering the mar- 
vellous exactness of the 700 years of Hammurabi, and the 
COO years of Sennacherib’s inscription, we have no longer 

' The riilniks nnH the XmKac. Tho niuno BoNjtpn (Bnbyloii) lias boon 
uxpliiincil to mean ‘conrusion of longues.' Compaiv Lcuormant, Fragments 
cotwogi-niQUCit dr Jivrow. 3872. 



anr groimtl for discrediting tliis statement. Tlie 350 an- 
cestors of Sargon would require even a longer period 
than from 2234 to 722. Tliat the A-ssyrian Eoyal power 
was established so early is ccnfirmed by the dates of 
Ctesias, bom at Cnidus in Caria, contemporary of Xeno- 
phon. Ctesias was companion of Artaxerxes Mneinon, 
and lived seventeen yeai-s at the Persian Court, leav- 
ing Persia in 39S. Of course ho coidd not have written 
liis history of Persia in twenty-three books without 
knowing the cuneiform inscriptions, the chronological 
accuracy of . which is now so firmly established, and he 
may have knovm the traditions of the priests. According 
to Ctesias, fi-om the foundation of Nineveh until Pul, 
Assyrian kings ruled for more than 1200 years. Fi-om 763, 
these 1200 years and more would reach beyond 1963. We 
saw that like Tanis also Nineveh may have already existed 
in the year 1992 when Abraham left Haran, and when 
Ohedorlaomer began his reign. The Assyrians not being 
mentioned on either side may be explained by the as- 
sumption that they acknowledged the authority of the 
King of Elam. Tins supposed state of things would be 
changed by the repulse of the Elamite Lord of the West. 

On the whole, it is perhaps? not improbable that Ashur 
, went forth from Shinar to build Nineveh with its temple 
of Ishtar, soon after 2234, when Urukh established him- 
self at Babylon, after that the Medes had ruled there for 
224 years, whose first king, according to Iranian tradition, 
was called Zoroaster. 


EGYPTIAN CnEONOLOGY. 

If we have succeeded in proving that, according to 
Hebrew Chronology the fifth year of Eehoboam’s reign 
falls in the year 928 B.C., this year, in which Jerusalem 
is recorded to have been captured by Shishak, must 
synchronise with the twentieth or twenty-first of She- 
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shouk I. For, accoMing to die Silsilis inscription, stone was 
cut in tliat quany of Upper Egypt in the twentj'-first year 
of Sheshenk I. for the temple of Thelies, As we here find 
a record of his conquest of Judah, T( is generally inferred 
that this campaign took place in the twenty-first or in the 
twentieth j-ear of that Pharaoh’s reign. It will be a satis- 
factoiy test of the correctness of our Hebrew Clironology, 
if the year 948-947 B.C., as thej^ear of Shishak’s accession 
— that is, the twenty-first or twentieth before his capture 
of Jerusalem — can be shown to harmonize not only with 
our fifth year of Eehoboam’s reign, but witli the most pro- 
bable of the transmitted Manethonian dates, and to lead 
to other .synchronisms between the histoiy of Egypt and of 
other countries. 

It follows from our Hebrew Qironologj'', that if Shishak 
was on the throne at Bubastis in 948-947, or twenty to 
. twenty-one years before the fifth year of Eehoboam’s reign, 

' Shishak was the contcmporaiy of Solomon during the end 
I' of this king’s reign, in perfect hannony with the recorded 
‘flight of Jeroboam from Jerusalem to the court of Shishak, 
where the former remained till he heard of Solomon’s 
death. A Manethonian statement whidi has never been 
drawn in question, confirms our date for Shishak and 
thus the synchronism hitherto despaired of between this 
Pharaoh and Solomon. Jlanelho, Egyptian priest of the 
city of Sebennj-tus, rvho lived during the reign of Ptolemy I. 
(.305-285 n.c.), states positively that the first Olympiad 
was celebrated in Egypt during tlie forty years’ reign of 
Petubastes, the first king of the twenty-third dynasty. 
Between the accession of Petubastes and that of Shishak, 
first king of the twenty-second djmasty, Manetho is re- 
ported by Africauiis to have reckoned IIC or 120 years. 
It is generally admitted that, according to the monuments, 
more time must be allowed for the entire reign of the 
twenty-second dyn.asty. But even were we to reckon 120 
years from our date for the first year of Shishak’s sole 
reign, 935, the year of the first Olympiad in 776 n.c,. 
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would have lalleu in the reign of Petubastcs. It will be 
seen that the first Olympiad fell in his twenty-fifth year. 

IVe shall now try to show that the year 711 n.c. fell 
within the reign of the last king of the twenty-third 
dynasty, that is. of Zeth. long recognised as the Sethos 
whom Herodotus helps us to connect with the advance of 
Tirhaka of Ethiopia. ’ In that very year (711 B.C., being 
thefom-teentli ofHczekiah), according to a tradition trans- 
mitted by Jerome,- Tirhaka slew Sevek or Sabako, and 
according to an inscription of Sargon, the Ethiopians then 
sued for poace.^ Tlie Egyptian tradition communicated 
to Herodotus, outof jealouq- to the Ethiopians, abstamed 
from mentioning Tirhaka or Sabako. But if, as the 
tradition implies, Tirhaka marched his army from 
Ethiopia during the reign of Zelli-Sethos, and if in 711 
Tirhaka slew Sevek I. or Sabako, then Zeth-Sethos of the 
twentj’-tliird, and Sevek I. of the twenty-fifth dynasty 
must liave been co-regents. According to Egj'ptian tra^ 
dition Th’haka advanced contemporaneously witli n- 
nacherib’s campaign in 701, not with Sargon’s in 711. 
But the story related by Herodotus clearly implies that it 
was the first advance of Tirhaka’s vast army into Egj'pt, 
during which Sethos was abandoned by the ai-my. The 
mistake of connecting Zeth-Sethos (742-711) nnth Sen- 
nacherib (705-080) and not witli Sai-gou (722-705), arose 
from the fact that Tirhaka was the contemporary as of 
Zeth-Sethos and Sargon, so of Sennacherib, of Asarhaddon 
and Assurbanipal. Because Sethos was assumed to have 
been the contemporary of Sennacherib, the army of tlie 
latter was supposed to have been destroyed by a night- 
miracle, just as that army is by the Hebrews recorded 
to have been destroyed ten years after the death of 
Sethos. Thus Sethos was also connected with the mj'th 


' Biinfien’a Eyypt, 11. 604; IV. 697. 

^ Cod. Tulr. of Jerome^fi Chron. nd ann. 1300 ^s.c. 711; cited by Un^^r' 
and pointed out to me by Basil Cooper, 
s Compare Bolfn, 05, 1 ; 83, 13, 84 ; 155, 1-12, 
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THE TEAK 711 B.C. 

about the mice gnaiving the bow-strings and shield-thongs 
of the Assyi-iansd 

Tliis may be considered sufficient ' circumstantial 
evidence to prove that Sethos must be connected with 
Tirhata’s first advance into Egypt in 711, when Tirhaka 
asked Sargoii for peace and slew 8evek I. As it is certain 
that the name Sethos cannot refer to Sevek-Sabaco, it 
may now be asserted that Sethos is the Zeth of the twenty- 
third dynastj'', and that the year 711 falls within his 
reign ; but as the end of it cannot be determined, it is 
doubtful in what year of Petubastes the first Olympiad was 
celebrated. If Zeth died in 711, the first of Petubastes 
would have been eighty-nine years earlier, or 801 to 800 
B.O., the first Olympiad falling in his twenty-fifth year. 
We cannot go higher, but the year 776 may have corres- 
ponded with a later regnal year of Petubastes. We shall 
now give reasons for assuming that Zeth died in 711 n.c., 
and that Petubastes came to the throne in 800.- 

Afiicanus, or Julius the African, priest or bishop of Era- 
maus-Nicopolis in Judaja at the beginning of the third 
centuiy, the most tnistworthy recorder of klanethoniau 
chronolog 3 % gives 116 (120) for the duration of the twenty- 
second djmaslj'. As Manetho referred to the year 776 
B.o. having fallen vrithin the reign of Petubastes, we may 
assume that his 116 j-ears referred onty to so many regnal 
yc.ars for the twenty-second dynasty as reached to the 
first of Petubastes. It can therefoiu be hardly considered 
as a chance-coincidence, that according to our chronology 
114 years elapsed from the death ofShishak to the first of 
Petubastes, or from 914-800 b.c. We may now go further 
and suggest, that as Eusebius and Africanus absolutely 
agree in assigning 130 years to die duration of the twenty- 
first dynasty, the 114 which Afiicanus according to a 

‘ ThoreoplooCTroosiirOBaidtohnToreTetoS mice ‘1)60.-11156 they ganwod 
tho bow-strings of tbeir enemies ’ (Eust. n. 1, 30), nnd Apollo Smintbeiis 
was lopiesonlcd on coins of Alexamdria-Trons witli n mouse in his hand 
(MuIIei, one. art. 301, 6 , cited by WiOrinson in Enwlinson’s Herodotus 
11. 141.) 
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variant assigns to the same dynastj, in truth may have 
marked tlic duration of the follon'ing or Slnshak-djmasty. 
Tor Sliisliak’s reign was not reckoned in conspcutive 
chronology, for reasons to which we shall presently refer. 
Certainly the accession of Petuhastcs was not supposed to 
mark the end of the twenty-second dynasty, and it is 
probable that the later kings of the same, as also those of 
the twenty-fourth, and Sevck I., that is, all the co-regents 
of Petubastes and his successors from 800 to 711, were 
regarded .as of secondary importance. Of Zeth-Sethos 
we know that lie had a licet in the Mediterranean. 

We have thus shown, that from the latest possible 
year for the accession of Petubastes, 800 b.c., to our 
date for Shishak’s death there arc 114 years, that is, only 
two years less than the IIC which Africanus assigns to the 
twenty-second dynasty, oven if we do not assume that 
the 114 years which just precede the 116 in tliclist have 
been transposed from the twenty-second to the twenty- 
first dyna-sty. For this hypothesis we have given the plaus- 
ible re.ason, that 130 years are assigned to the twenty- 
first dynasty as well by Africanus as by Eusebius, so that 
Africanus cannot have assigned 116 years to the same. 
Tliese facts and arguments tend to show that the accession 
of Petubastes took place in 801-800 b.c., and that Zetli- 
Setlios accordingly died eighty-nine years later, or 711 B.c., 
that is, in the same year when Tirhaka killed Sevek I. 

We now proceed to show why we place the last year 
of Shishak’s reign in 014. Syncellns, Vice-Patriarch of 
Constantinople, about 800, has recorded 34 yearn for the 
reign of Shishak I., probably referring to the total of his 
regnal years, whilst die twenty-one years recorded by Afri- 
canus and Eusebius refer to his sole reign. Dating the 34 
years from 948, our year for Sliishak’s accession, he died 
in 913, and his sole reign, on the above hypothesis, com- 
menced in 935, that is, in the year before Solomon’s death. 
In die year 914 Osorkon L came to the throne, Psusennes 
of the twenty-first dynasty being yet alive. Mr. Cooper 
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.seems to us to li.'ivc proved tliat tlie lliirly-sixtli year of 
Psusennes is contemporaneous 'w-itli the first of Osorkon, 
tile former not being described as dead iii the inscription 
on the Nilcgod statue, which mentions both. Accord- 
ingly rsusennes would have survived Shishak I. by about 
a tivelvemonth. Lepsiiishas already pointed out the family 
relations between the twenty-first and the twenty-second 
dynasties. Accoi-ding to Mi-. Cooper’s scheme the mari-iage 
between Shishak’s son Osorkon L and the daughter of 
Psiisennos II., led to a jwlitical treaty between the rival 
dynasties, according to which Shishak I., from the date 
of that political man-iage, became King of entire Egypt.* 
According to our chronology this marriage and the com- 
mencement of Shishak’s .sole reign look place in 935, as 
shown above. Ueeauso Psusennes survived him, Sliishak’s 
reign was not reckoned in consecutive chronology. 

The twenty-second dynasty, founded by Shishak, was 
not superseded by the twenty-third dynasty of Petn- 
basle.s. It continued to reign contemporaneously with the 
latter, aceordingto Mr. Cooper’s Chronology', till 753, the 
first year of Bokhoris L, of the twenty-fourth dynasty', 
as we shall .soon .«how. The year when the reign of the 
twenty-second dynasty came to an end may be dilTorently 
computed, inasmuch as the starting-point for such calcu- 
lation may either be the accession of Shishak as co-regent, 
or the commencement of his sole reign, or the year of his 
death. Accepting our date for Shishak’s acce.?sion as 
dulennined by Hebrew Chronology, he came to the throne 
at Bubastis in i)l8, or 148 years before the accession of 
Petubastes in 800 B.C., whilst 114 years elapsed from 
Shishak’s last (014) to tlic firet of Petubastes. From our 
year for the death of Shishak to Mr. Cooper’s first year 
for r>i/khoris I., or from 914-753 are 161 years. On the 
nionnmenls a minimum of 140 years is recorded. Allow- 
ing An- the fifteen years assigned in the lists to Osorkon I., 
tliis number would be raised to 154. 

’ App. note V. 
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Tims tlie acce!=sion of Shishak in 948 b.c., fixed by 
our fifth of Eehoboam (928), rvith ivliich the momimeutal 
tweiily-first (twentieth) of Shishak ^chroiiises, is con- 
firmed by the 161 yeai-s from the last year of the twenty- 
second dynasty (75-3 n.c.) to the last of Shishak (914 b.c.), 
wliose reign was not reckoned for staled reasons. Again, 
our dates for Shishak are confirmed by the fact tlial the 
last twenty-one years of his reign, or of his solo regency, 
commence in the year before Solomon’s death according 
to our Hebrew Chronology. The flight of Jeroboam to 
tlie coiu't, of Shishak, and this Pharaoh’s capture of 
Jerusalem a few years later, imply that Sliishak was in 
possession of undisputed power in Egypt during the last 
year of Solomon’s reign. Finally, we repeat it, the 114 
years from tlie firet of Petubastes to the last of Shishak, 
or fi'om 800-914, may account for the 114 years which 
Slauetho seems to have assigned to the twenty-second and 
not to the twenty-first dynasty. 

The 130 ye.ars assigned to the reign of the twenty- 
fii-st dynasty by Africanus and Eusebius may be dated 
either from Shishak’s accession (9.48), or from the com- 
mencement of his sole regency (935), or from the year 
of his death (914). It seems most probable that tliey 
were reckoned from the first year of his sole and un- 
dispiited sovereignty, 935, and, if so, the first of the royal 
high priests of Tanis, Smendes, came to tlie throne in 
1005, or three years after the accession to tlie judgeship 
of Samuel, the introducer of prophet schools in Israel. 
This synchronism is not without significance, seeing tliat 
the prophetic party went with Jeroboam to Egypt. 

Dating the 135 years of A&icanus from 1005, the 
twentieth dynasty came to the throne -with Eamesses HI. 
in 1200 B.c. For the reign of the nineteenth dynasty 
Eusebius gives 1G2 or 194, and Africanus 204 or 209 
years. We accept the 162 years of Eusebius, according 
to which the nineteenth dynasty came to the throne with 
Eamesses I. in 1362. Setlios I. reigned according to the 
monuments at least 17 years. We thus get 1344 for the 
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accession of Harnesses II., and tsventy-two years for the 
reign of Horns and liis successoi-s, the accession of the 
formei’ being in 3 .3S4, as fixed by the year of the accession 
of'J'nthraosesIII., svliichinajMiow be regarded as certain. 

According to Orosiiis, tlie Pliaraoh of the Exodus died 
in 1 5.5S. Accepting this tradition, the Pharaoli of the 
, Exodus must have been Amenophis I., whose reign of 
tliiitoeii years seems to liave marked tJic second Hyksos 
rule of tliirlecn years according to linnetlio. Tlie 
Egj’ptian liislorian’s Pharaoh of the Exodus, as we have 
seen, was an Amenophis and the successor of a Tuthmoses, 
Amoses, or Ahraes. The date 1.558 for the death of 
Amenophis I. is confirmed b 3 ' our Hebrew dale for the 
E.xodus, 15C3, which falls within the thirteen years of the 
I’eign of Amenophis I., whose reign from 1571-1558 is 
tinallj’’ confirmed bj' the fact, that acccjiting the acknow- 
ledged regnal j’cars for his two successors Tuthmoses I. 
and 31., wo got 3515 for the first of Tuthmoses HI., wliosc 
accession in tliat j'car is confirmed astronomically. Start- 
ing from 1 200 ii.c., as the first regnal j-car of Harnesses 
III., the 303 years of Manetho, according to Josephus, 
between the end of the 19th dynasty and the expulsion 
of tlie Jlj-ksos, reach to 1593 b.c., and to the 22nd of 
Ahmes, who, according to hlancllio, reigned 25 j'cars 
after this event. During the last three j’cars Amenophis 
may have heon co-regent. This seems to be confirmed 
by the fact, lliat no later regnal j-c.ar of Ahmes than his 
22iid i,s mentioned. According to the inscription of Ad- 
miral Ahmes the cnpilulntion of Avaris took place in the 
Ctli year of Ahmes. Wc place his acce.ssion in 1598 B.c. 

Perh.aps the most satisfactorj' confirmation of the 
synchronisms thus far established between Manethoiiian 
and momiineiital date.s of Egj’ptiaii liistorj' on the one 
side, and Israelitic, Aasjn-ian, and Babylonian dates on the 
other, may be derived from the coincidence, to which we 
have already referred in passing, that whenever, accord- 
ing to our Egyptian Chronology, an Egyptian Pharaoh 
advanced through Sj’ria to invade Mesopotamia, the 
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Philislines, Purusata or Pulusata, cognate witli the Sliaru- 
tana (Sardinians?) and other knorvii or probable allies 
of the Egyptians, ruled over the Israelites, according to 
our Hebretv Chronology, as the following table sliows : — 


Fom'ffn Sulert tn Ja ticl. 
1.516-a.j]0 Jti'nthr.iia 

1470-].ir.2 JlDiihilcs . 
1372-1352 riiiliEtincp 

1372-1305 Midinnites 
1217-1108 I’liilistincs (uid Am 

llCS-1148 riiilislincs i 


Coy.fcmjionirff Jfcu/)is of IVnirfioh*. 
rTiitlimo'cs If. 1 -j 07 - 1 o 1 o. 

ITf. lolo-HlJl. 
Ametiopliis II. l-liJl-l-Joa. 

{ lIoru« find otlicr.^ 1.3S4-1IJ02, 

Sethos I.ia01-13 J.}. 

Kfimcsscs II. 131-1-1278. 


KAmo.«cpin. 1200-1108. 

. l^rst successors of Harnesses III. 


Beginning irith the last synchronisms, we find that the 
twenty years of the last Philistine nile correspond with 
the twenty years following on the year of the death of 
Rainesses IIL, fixed as the length of his reign is by the 
thirty-two years of the Great Harris-Papyrus. Again, ive 
find that thirty-one years of the preiious Philistine rule fell 
within the reign of Eaniesses DI., of whom the monu- 
ments state that he was the ally of the Shai-utana, which 
people had also assisted Harnesses IL during his Asiatic 
expeditions. The maritime portion of these Sharutaua 
assisted the Tsakruri and other cnemic-s of the Pharaoh ; 
and from the fact that the land of the Sharutana extended 
to the MediteiTanean, as did the land of the Philistines, 
the ethnic relation of the Sharutana and the Philistines 
gains in importance.* It would be absolutely certain that 
Harnesses ni. followed the sea-coast, if Maka-Tyra which 
he attacked were certainly Tyre and not Migdol. The 
statement that the sea supplied Tyra rvith fish, though in 
favour of the rock-island, is not conclusive. This road 
by the sea-coast must have been preferred to that to the 
east of the Dead Sea, as facilitating the suppl}’- of the 
advancing army with food, and the protection from mari- 
time attacks. The Pliaraohs, therefore, could not have 
advanced through the sea-bordered land of the Philistines 
wthout ensuring their alliance, \ as well as that of the 
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cognate Sharutana. The object of this alliance must have 
been to protect the line of communication between Meso- 
potamia and Egypt. Wow, as the Israelites had no dealings 
Avith the Eg 3 T;)tinns after the Exodus and before the time 
of Solomon, their records never mentioning them in that 
time, it is impossible to assume that they were the allies 
of the Egyptians. On the contrary, they were dangerous 
foes, and likely to interrupt the I^TJtian. lines of commu- 
nication unless prevented by force from' doing so. The 
rule of the Philistines and other nations of Palestine over 
the Israelites was a nece.ssity for the I^yptians. 

We submit, that a Chronology according to Avhich the 
chief foreign dominions over the Israelites Avere con- 
temporaneous Avith the reigns of those Pharaohs Avho 
advanced to Mesopotamia, or attacked Palestine for other 
reasons, has thus much in its favour. It may be regarded 
as an important coincidence, that our first year of 
Sethos I. (1361), in AA'hich, according to the monuments, 
he oveiran Syria, falls Avithin our fourth-last Biblical period 
of the Philistine rule over the Israelites, from 1372-1352, 
The rule of the Midianites, from 1312-1305, falling 
Avithin the reign of Harnesses 11., may be explained in 
like manner, as that of the Moabites can be connected 
Avith the exploits of Amenophis II., and the reign of Cliusan 
Eisathaim Avith the Asiatic campaign of Tuthmoscs III. 
and the policy of his predecessor. 

By histoiical S 3 mchronisms, by monumental evidence, 
and by probably Manethouian traditions, Ave hope to 
have proved that Shishak-Sheshenk I. came to the throne 
in 948 B.c. 

Starting from this year, and after having fixed the ac- 
cession of Amenophis I. and of Tuthmoses III., Ave have 
tried approximatively to fix the regnal years from Shishak 
to Amos. Again, starting from 948 b.c., we shall now 
try to fix the regnal years from Shishak to Amasis, by the 
aid of a suggestion of Mr. Cooper about the twenty-third 
dynasty. Before Ave give Mr. Cooper’s scheme for the 
reign of the twenty-fourth, or Bokhoris dynasty, it is 
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important to recapitulate tlie sixfold synchronism -whicli 
we have established with reference to the year 711 B.C., 
and which synchronism has suggested some of the pre- 
ceding Egyptian dates. 

The year 711 B.c. is shoivn to have been : 

1. The fourteentli of Hezekiah. 

2. The year of Hezekiah’s iUness and recovery. 

3. The year of Merodach Baladan’s embassy. 

4. The year of the first campaign of the Assyrians 
Tinder Sargon to Ashdod and Judah, when Sargon, ‘ tlie 
subduer of the land of Judali,’ seems, according to Isaiah 
X., to have besieged Tavani of Ashdod’s ally Hezekiah 
at Jerusalem and to have made him tributary.* 

6. The year when Tirhaka slew 8evek 1. (719-711), 
whom Sargon, after the battle of Eaphia in 720, could 
still distinguish as Sultani from the Pharaoh. 

6. The year when the ‘ King of Meroe ’ asked Sargon 
for peace, to whom Sevek had given up Tavani of Ash- 
dod, the ally of Hezekiah. 

7. The year 711 was probably the last of tlie reign of 
Zeth-Sethos, tlie contemporary of Sevek I., like whom he 
may have been slain by Tirhaka, inasmuch as the dynasty 
of Petubastes and Zeth-Sethos probably reigned from 
800-711. 

To this sixfold, and probably sevenfold, synchronism 
' may be added a possible eighth ; for, according to Dio- 
dorus, Herodotus placed in 711 the revolt of the Medes 
under Dejoces, whom Diodorus calls Cyaxares.® 

If the twenty-fifth' dynasty of Ethiopians certainly 
ascended the throne of the Pharaohs in 719, the twenty- 
fourth or Bokhoris-dynasly, following upon the twenty- 
second dynasty of Shishak, must liave ruled longer than 
is usually assumed, seeing that hardly more than from 
154-161 consecutive years can be given to the reigns of 

' Mr. Sayco in Theohgiail Smiem, Jiuintu7 1B73. 

“ Diod. n. 32. About the Diducca of cuneiform inscriptions, transported 
in 716 to Hamath, and the probable confnmon in the Greek accounts about 
Deiokes and Astyagea of the mythical Aai-dabaka tvith an historical 
Dsi-uccu, see Siyrce in App. Note comp. Eatrlinson’s Mcro^otm, III. 44B. 
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the tweaty-second dynasty, without reckoning the reign of 
Sheshenk I. Mr. Cooper has proved, that reckoning 
backward from the first year of Pharaoh Sevek I. (119) 
the twenty-fourth dynasty came to the throne, as Josephus 
states after Manetlio, in 753, having mled thirty-four 
years, according to variants in Eusebius and Syncellus, and 
that there were three kings of this djmasty. Bokhoris 
L reigned from 753-747, Tefnacht (including Piankhi) 
from 747-725, Bokhoris If. from 725-720 (719), the sis 
years of this king, whom Sevek I. burned alive, having 
been put down in tlie list of Afiicanus as the total of 
regnal years for this dynasty. 

The dates for the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth dynas- 
ties offer no difficulty and are firmly established. The 
Ethiopian dynasty reigned fifty-four years, from 719-666, 
aud the twenty-sixth or second Saite dynasty 139 years, 
from 666-527. Tliis is confirmed by the twenty-seven 
years and a half of the Apis-inscription, between the 
accession of Taharuka and Ins successor Psammetikh, as 
also by the epigraphic forty ycare between the accession 
of Neku (Necho) and Amosis (Araasis), the commencement 
of whose reign in 572-571 seems to have coincided with 
Nebuchadnezzar’s real or expectal conquest of Egypt to 
which the book of Ezekiel refem. - 

TABLE OF EGYPTIAN D'YNASTIES. 

Eynnsty 

XVni. followoJ by slnmgcr kings, 230 yenrs, 1308-1302 n.o. 

XIX. 103 years, JS02-1300. 

XX. 335 yenrs, 1200-1006. 

XXI. 130 years, 1065-936. XXII. 34 yenrs for Sbcalienk I., 048- 914. 

„ 31 years for liis sole reign, 036-014. 

„ 114 years from death of Sheshenk 

to accession of Peliih-astes, 014-800. 
XXri. (rmifrf.) 101 years from XXIIL 80 years, Petuhnsfes SOO-700. 
Shcsheiik’s death to 
accession of Bokhoris 
I,, 014-76.3. 

XXIV. 34 years, 753-719. 

XXV. 64 years, 710-000. 

Sevek 1., 710-711. 

XXVI. 130 year-s, 600-627. 


Osotkon 700-762. 
Psnmmus 762-742. 
Zeth (Setkos) 742-711. 


Death of Zeth, 711. 
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EZRA AKD THE PURnr, 315-SlO. 

As already pointed out, the consecration of the second 
temple took place in 516, the seventieth year after the 
destruction of the first temple in 586. With these seventy 
years the prophecy of Jeremiah -was connected. We have 
shown how the historical events of these seventy years led ■ 
to the theory of the Messianic Millennium. We proceed 
to point out, that the time of fifty-eight years which has 
hitherto been assumed to have elapsed between the events 
narrated in the sixth and the seventh chapters of the book 
of Ezra must be reduced to one year — ^that consecutive 
events are recorded in consecutive chapters. The nar- 
rative has been obscured by the titles given to rulers in 
Babylon. The consecration of the temple under Seriib- 
babel is described as having taken place in the sixth 
year of Darius, and the mission of Ezra in the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes. 

The title ‘ Darius,’ from Darayawush, Tariyawaus of the 
inscriptions, is connected with ‘ dh&ri ’ or ‘ firmly holding,’ 
and thus is connected with the idea of rule. Darius f 
means the ruler or king. Seixe s, from khshava-arsha, 
means venerable king. Artaxerxes, Artakjishatra, is by 

I lHerodotus translated as a compound of ‘Arta’ great, 
land ‘ khshatra ’ warrior or king, but may be connected 
‘with the Arya or the Arii, whom Herodotus calls 
Artaioi, and which is -the name of the ancestors of thej)i 
Persians. Artaxerxes means ‘king of the Aryans.’ It(| 
follows that both ‘Darius’ and ‘Artaxerxes’ were' 
originally understood as titles, not as proper names, just 
as ‘ Pharaoh ’ was imderstood in Egypt. Both titles 
might be given to one and the same person. We may 
assume that the account of the consecration of the temple 
was written by a different scribe than the following 
chapter on Ezra’s misrion. A very probable assumption 
would make Ezra himself the narrator of the latter event. 
Thus the two titles ‘Darius ’ and ‘Artaxerxes ’ may have 
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been given to tlie Darius or king Hy stasp es-Yasbtaspa, 
tbe ‘ Artaxei-xes ’ or ‘ the king of the Aryans.’ 

No other ruler than Hystaspes had such ’ claims for 
receiving the ancient Aryan title Artaxerxes. For he -was 
the real founder of the Persian monarchy, and his posses- 
sions extended from the Indus to the Nile. Thus we have 
I also suggested that the king of the book of Esther was 
^Hystaspes, here called Ahasuerus, Achashverosh, Acha- \ 
shures, ‘ strong king,’ a compound word having the same 
meaning as Artakshatra, and from which Khslia and Shah 1 
is derived.' The king of the book of Esther is described as) 
‘ Ahasuerus ’ (die king) ‘ which reigned from India even 
unto Ethiopia.’ Also the division into provinces may be 
connected with the Satrapies, into which Hystaspes divided 
his empire, according to Herodotus and the book of Daniel. 
To Vashtaspa likewise refers the name of Esther’s pre- 
decessor, Vashti, as Vash-ti, the wife of Vash, formed like 
Baal-ti. Esther or Hadassahis thus clearly the same name 
as Atossa, the queen-mother of Xerxes in the ‘Persians’ of 
.fflschylus.* 

If Hystaspes could be called Darius, ‘ ruler,’ and also 
Artaxerxes, ‘ king of the Aryans,’ that is of the Persians, 
then Ezra’s mission to Jerusdem took place in the year 
after the consecration of the temple, in the seventh yed: 
of Hystaspes, 515, and not, as hidierto assumed, in the 
seventh year of Artaxerxes Longimanus in 458. Hys- 
taspes was the king and Esther the queen, when Ezra, 
and after him Nehemiah, were appointed as governors. 
The last year of Nehemiah’s rule coincides with the battle 
of Marathon. 

‘ Sir Henry Eawlinson, in Bawlinson’s Serogotia. Steph. Byz. Artaea. 
Lmsm «nd Benfeife Keilmichrijlen. Filrst, Chald. Diet. HI. 44i-4SS. 

“ About Virgil’s Elissii, the Dido of the Phoenicians, abouVthe possible 
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Tlio principal events fmni 53G to 510 arc tlio 
following : 

jFiiwt Citmvmi, 5SG. — Cj-rus. (lie first ‘ ArlaxerxcSj’or 
king of the Aryans, permits the return. Foundations of 
the (cni]ilc anil of the walls laid ahont 5.34, under 
Senibbabcl and Joshua. Kchemiah pre-sent, but not 
Ezra. 

Scctmd Ctiyavnn, 520-516. — ^Darius Uj’staspes, the 
second Art.'ixcnces. or king of the Aryans, renews the edict 
of pynis. ^\^th the help of llic Samaritan.s the temple is 
finished and consecrated. Public rending of the law by 
Ezra. Great syn.'igoguc under Ezra. Covenant sealed 
with Xchciniah. Peace and concord established. 

Ezra and the Pitrim, 515-310. — In 515 Ezra is sent 
ns governor, -with power over life and death. Senib- 
babcl is not mentioned by Ezra. The seven visions of! 
Zccliarinh refer respective]}' to the seven years from the > 
second to the ninth j-car of Uystaspes, from 520-513.'- 
The first vision, about the rcinmof God’s grace, refers tO; 
the renewal of the edict of Qj-rus by II}‘staspc5 in 520. ' 
The second vision, about the measuring of the temple, 
refers to the recominciidng of the building of the s.amc, 
with the help of the Samaritans, in 51 9. The fifth vision 
refers to tlie year 515 and to the roll containing the 
curse, and to the rcmoml of the epliah to the land of 
Shinar to build a house unto the wickedness. It is 
evident (hat this vision, coineiding with the year of Ezra’s 
short mission, must refer to the principal event of Ezra's 
governorship, to tlic expuLdon of all Jews who had 
allied themselves iriUi strangers, especially witli tlie Sama- 
ritans. As we know from J^osephus that many dissatisfied 
Jews, including mcmbciu of liigh priestly families, asked 
the Persian king to permit them to build a temple in 
Samaria like tlint in Judxa, and that they built the 
temple at Gerizim, the date of the building of the same 
may be approrimath-ely Ibcml at soon after 515. 

We should expect that the -comparatively few Jews 
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belonging to llie two tribes of Judah and Uenjamia would 
be easily overcome by the remnants of the ten tiibes in 
Samaria, and that the despotic measure of Ezra would 
lead to bloody conflicts. Aju hitherto overlooked passage 
in tlie ‘ Antiquities ’ of Josephus may be referred to the 
year of Ezra’s governorship.* Bagoscs, general of the 
army of Artaxerxes (Hystaspes), was a friend of a certain. 
Joshua, brother of the high priest Johannan at Jerusalem, 
and he had promised his friend to procure him the high 
priesthood. Because of this promise of the Persian 
general in Samaria, a quaixel arose between the two 
brothers whilst they were in the temple. Joshua irritated 
the liigh priest, whereupon the latter killed his brother 
in the temple. In consequence, of this, Bagoses en- 
tered Jerusalem, forced his way into the temple, and 
punished the Jews for the murder of Joshua during seven 
years. It does not follow that Bagoscs remained seven 
years in Jerusalem ; but in order to enforce tribute and 
obedience, ho probably left a suflicient army in Jiidroa, 
which was not withdrawn till the seven years were over, 
that is, about fourteen months after the events which 
led to the Pm-im memorial. 

The book of Nehemiah commences with a statement 
which has hitherto not been at all explained, and which 
directlj' confirms our suggestion, that the passage just 
cited from Josephus miist be placed at tlie end of Ezra’s 
governoi-sliip, and previous to that of iTchemiah. ‘ In 
the twentieth year ’ of jirtaxerxes (Il 3 -staspcs), that is 502, 
Ilanani, one of Ifehemiah’s brethren, came, with certain 
‘men of Judah, ’and informed the royal cup-bearer that the 
remnant which were left of the captivity in the province 
were ‘ in great affliction and reproach,’ that the wall of 
Jerusalem was ‘broken down, and the gates thereof 
burned with fire.’ This is what we should expect if, 
owing to the expulsion of the strangers by Ezra, two 
camps had been formed among the Israelites in Jiidasa, a 
■ Jilt. xi. 7. 
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•Tittlccaii camp mid a Samaritan cainj). and if Eagosc:;, 
the Persian cominaiidor in Samaria iliiring llio mlc of 
llnmaii at Ealiylon, liad taken Jcnissilem % force, and 
punisliLd llie Jew? for seven years IjccauEC of the fratricide 
commitlcd in iho temple by a bigli priest. 

-•illhoiigli Jtiscplsas reform, a feiv pages eariior, to a 
Cyrus whom the Greefe called ‘ ArlaxcrEos,’ it did not 
occur to him that the j^axerxes of this account, whicli 
he faillifuUy tr-'insmils. may liave refoiTcd to Hystaspos. 
Assuming llic .ik'taxcrxcs to be Longimaiius, Josephus 
explains that before this lime Eliashib had died, who may 
be prcaiimcd to hare gone to Jenisalcm, either in 53C or 
520. IVe suggest that it was the entry of Bagoses into 
Jerusalem in 51.5, wliich put an end to Ezra’s governor- 
sliip, if not to his life, in tlie tenth mouth of tliat year. 
Tlio influence of ‘ the stranger ’ in Israel became increased 
by tlic contemporary rule of Hmnan, the enemy of the 
Jews. Tliis would load the agngilc, or roj-al vicar, to 
make use of the presence of Bagoses in jeruralcm to 
crush the parly of the separatists, to which Ezra seems to 
have belonged. To upset Banian in Babylon must there- 
fore liave appeared as the sole means of .'■aving the sepa- 
ratist party. Tlie beauty of Esther, the Benjamite, was to 
bring this about, and did bring it about." 

W’c may now nssci't that the first feast of Purim, pre- 
ceded l^- tlie setting up of Itlordcchni in the place of 
ITaman, took place on the fourteenth and iiilccntli Adar 
(Nisan) of the twciflh year of Aliasucrus, that is, of 
Darius Il3'5la5pcs, in 510, or 2383 years ago! Eight 
years aflcr Alordcchm’s accession, l^chcmiah was scut 
as governor to Jerusalem, and it was in 502 that the 
walls were consecrated, and the second solemn read- 
ing of the law took place. It is uncertain how long 
K'eliemiali remained in Jerusalem, but he continued as 
governor for twelve years. The last date of an historical 
■ jbii, sL0,l} nbont (lio nnider of Joabua snd Zcchnriab, App. Koto 



Tin: FIRST FEAST OF FURIU. 


CO 

c\iGnt recorded in Uie 0]d Testament is that of his last 
journey to Jerusalem in die diirtj'-second-year of the 
king, that is, in 400, when, afler ^the loss of the hattle 
of MaRithon, Uj-staspes had lost his inlliicncc in Europe, 
and probably in Syria. 


YEAR OF TnE llir.TII AND YEAR OF THE DEATH 
OF JESDS. 

Acconling to Josqihus, Herod died five days aflei* die 
c.vccution of his sou Aiiiiiiatcr, and (here is no valid 
mison to doubt (hat Ucrod’s deadi took place cither at 
(he beginning of -11.0. 4, or at the end of that year, 
January ISth, 3 ii.c.* An attempt has been made by a 
consi-ientious chronologist* to show, (hat the first year of 
ITcrod, counted from die death of Antigomis, should be 
iwkoned from n.c. SC, 120 j'ears, being deducted from 
Nlxan 11.C. 1G2, in the spring of which year Judas ibic- 
udmis is considered to have set up the Asmonnian throne. 
Ill oonfirmation of this rolculation reference is made to 
Clement of A1c.\'audrm, w*ho places the birth of Jesns in 
' the 2Slh year ’ (of the Egt'pthui era of the kattlc of 
Actium, 2nd September iko. 31,} thus in n.C. S-2, when 
fir.<t (lie census was oidcrcd to be taken in the reign of 
Augustus.*'' Clement conncLls this sintement directly j 
with die assertion, that Jesus suflered in the IGth j-car ofp, 
Tiberius, that is, that he was cmcificd in the year afier his',' 
baptism, and that from the lime he sulTercd to the dcstnic- 
tion of Jcnisalcm wore 42 years and 3 iiiontlis. Accord- 
ingly the crucifixion would Imre taken place in the 
year 20-2S a.u., which is impossible. AVe have no reason 
' to trust Clement’s information .about the birth of Jesus 
more than that about his dcadu 


' ' For Uio InUrrTiew, aco tlie aUo essay Qnondt: 'CliranoIoDiseh- 
ocDgnipliUelioBcibSEc.’ 1873. 
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Galatia, in a temple dedicated to Augustus and Eome, in 
itlie ruins of "whidi the tablet of Ancyra rvas found. 

We have no reason to doubt that a census in Judasa 
took place when Quirinus was governor and after the 
annexation of this province to the Eoman Empire, a.d. 
6, or later. It is possible that the Gospel after St. Luke 
refers to two events, -which happened at distinct periods : 
to the Imperial decree that all the -world should be taxed, 
■ and to the later taxing of Judaea. If so, the former 
would refer to the general census in B.c. 7, and the latter 
‘ to the provincial census a.d. 6. 

In this year a census took place by order of Quirinus, 
according to Josephus, and he adds, that on this occasion 
Judas of Gamala, .the Gaulonite, whom he also calls a 
Galilean, attempted a revolt of the people, asserting ‘ that 
‘ this taxation was no better than an introduction to slavery.’ 
St. Luke himself, in the Acts, seems at first sight to refer 
■to the taxing in the year a.d. 6, inasmuch as he connects 
it witli the rising of ‘Judas of Gahlee.’ ^ Josephus dis- 
''tinguishes from Judas of Gamala another Galilean, Judas 
\of SephSris, who raised a revolt at the time of Herod’s 
! death, but whom Josephus does not connect -ivith a taxing. 
The Acts seem to refer to this Judas of Sephdris, the chief 
city of Galilee, by the reference to his having irawn 
away many people after him, who perished or were dis- 
persed. This account agrees best -with die recorded fact, 
that in consequence of the revolt at the time of Herod’s 
death, Sephoris was wasted by Varus, a.d. S. In both 
passages St. Luke might be supposed to refer to one and 
the same time, that is, to that of Herod’s death, if a taxing 
in Judma at the time of Judas of Sephdris could be proved 
by other evidence than by the above passage in the Acts, 
and if Josephus, as well as coins from that time, did not 
show that Varus, not Quirinus, was then governor. Jose- 
phus mentions him as present when Antipater was brought 
to judgment, a few days before Herod’s death. An over- 
■ Jos. Ant, xviii. 1, 1; comp. xx. 6, 3; Acta v. 37. 
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ii;go;i:iv:.a aJicmp* lins Iwon la'ely mnde to get over even 
Il;is I'-iMieui! y, by the assumption that Quirimis. though not 
governor at that time, may liavc tlien held a distinguished 
military position in Syria. Tliis is iudeed shotvn to iinve 
Ivcn possible by a r'-fcreui-c- to an inreriptiou. from whicli 
it appear.' that tiudc-r the (iniiiiary!-) nihi of Quirinus a 
cer.s;t« va* tnlten in tlie Sjnian city of Apiimca, and tvar 
v.-a= maih; against the IinrtKins, about the lime when, 
aceording to a pix-^.-ilile interpretation of the Acts, a taxing 
t>'ok tilace in .litdrea, that is, at the time of Herod's deotli. 
T\'’c are ask'd to assume that, though the taxing could 
not have commenced under the governorship of Quirinus, 
it may have ended during his po«siblc first rule, not many 
months after Herod's death.* Of comve this is possible. 

"Wliat ntorc immediately concerns ns, is the record in tlic ’ 
Gospel after St. Luke, where the journey of Joseph and 
Slaiy from Galilee to Bethlehem is stated to liavo been 
caitecd by the decreed taxing, and to have led to their' 
being taxed. According to the positive gospcl-stalcracntsV 
they were enrolled at Bethlehem, and the cliild was bom 
at the lime, when Quirinus was governor in S^i'in, whilst’ 
tlicse events look place Ireforc the death of Herod. It ■' 
is quite ccrinin that the possible first govemurship of 
Quirinus cannot have commenced before the end of o.c. 4, 
but it is perhaps not equally certain tliat Herod died . 
sljortly before Easter in b.c. 4. 

It has been lately argued by a most careful cbronologisl,’’ 
that Herod's death, wliidi occurred after a lunar eclipse 
and before a Fassosxr, may have taken place after thC' 
eclipse of 3Ihrcli 13 b.c. 4, and yet on the IStli January ^ 
of the yetir 3 B.c., reckoning the first ISisan as the IStli 
of Maidi, in accordance with the festive calendar of the 
Jews. Thus more time would bo allowed for tlie events 
locorded by Josephus as having taken place between the 
eclipse and the dcatli of Hcaod, ns also berircen the death 
and the Passover. On the ikuoI reckoning the first Kisan 
« Qiiaiiai,U.Sl-SS. • JMd. Lc. 4-12. 
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fell on the 29th of March, and the day of the Passover on 
. the 11th of April. Plausible reasons- are given for the as- 
sumption that a longer period than 18 days are required 
; between the eclipse and the death, and more than 11 days 
between the death and the Passover. But this hjqjo- 
'■ thesis is irreconcileable with the fact, now established, that 
the Mishna-rulc was often followed by the Israelites, and 
that accordingly tlie fimt year of a king might not have 
lasted more than one day. Josephus certainly reckons 
the days from the 29th of March to the 1 1th of April as 
; a full 3 mar. Herod died b.o. 4. 

Por this date is not only implied by the statement of 
Josephus, but it is also confinned by his reference to a 
lunar eclipse in the night 'of the day when, an indefinite 
jbut probably short time before his death, several persons 
j were burnt to death. Such an eclipse took place 28 days 
before the Passover, on the 13th of Marcli, B.o. 4.' At the 
Passovei' of that year Ai-chclaus, having succeeded-Hei'od, 
(slow 8000 Jews and Samaritans opposed to his govern- 
jment. As Herod died early in B.o. 4, and as Quirinus 
I- could not possibly bo appointed governor before the 
j; end of that year, Jesus cannot have been born before the 
I death of Herod and yet after the appointment of Quiri- 
I mis as governor of Syria. The governorship of Quirinus 
caunot possibly be coimected with the time of the bii’tli of 
Jesus of Nazareth. 

We attribute no weight whatsoever to the connection 
of the birth of Jesus with a taxing, as we hope to prove 
jthat he was born about fourteen years before the 
I Christian era, and that the commencement of the same in 
' the fourth year after Herod’s death was connected with 
this historicallj'^ impossible time, not by diance, but with 
the design of connecting the destruction of Jenisalem in 

' Another nnd a toinl eclipse of the moon oceunred twenty-eight days 
before the Passorev, on the lOOi of January n.o. J. Jlr. Bosanquet holds 
that Horod died between that day and the Passover following, of the year 
n.c. 1, and thus arrives at the antnmn of n.c. 3 or the spiing of n.o. 2 for 
the birth of Jesus, ‘ ns laid down by St. Luke.’ 
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i]k' jT.nr A.D. 70 ■witli llio STinboiism of the mj-slerious 
iiunihor .‘•evciity. 

^Vo have ^own. that dcaguccl alteratioiw can bo 
delected in iLe Hebrew text of the Old Testament, the 
final revision of which did not take phico till after the 
rcium from Babylon. The text of the Hew Testament 
wi-s not finally revised before llie time of Constantine. It 
has been proved by the most ancient Syrian version ■ 
which we possess, that ‘The Gospel of the Hebrews’- 
accounted for 17 generations from Abr-aliam to David. 
Yet in om' * Gospel according to St. Matthew, and more- 
over in that part wlrich alone can be proved to ha-ve been 
directly txaiLslatcd from the Hebrew, the genealogy of 
Jesus Christ is divided into three parts, and it is cspe^ly 
mentioned, that each of these divisions conutais twice 
seven or fourteen generations. Thus the IT gcuei-atious 
from Abraham to David are i-educed to 14, and the 
13 gouemtious from Salathiel to Jesus are increased to 
fourteen. This was done apparently with a view to point! 
out the sanctity of the number seven,’ and perhaps also in ; 
order to suggest that the 18th genealogy refers to Jesus, : 
tiro 14th to his second coming as M^ioli. Since the ' 
trvo designed alterations of the Hebrew text whidi we 
have pointed out are directly or indirectly connected -with 
the mptic number seventy, the above alteration in the 
Gre^ text of the New Testament, connected as this olteiv 
ation is with the mystic number seven, must be regarded 
likewise as made with a design to serve dogmatic purposes. 
We shall now substantiate our suggestion, that the nativity 
of Jesus, for a similar dogmalac reason, was placed in the 
year 7S4 of Borne, or in the year one of the Dionysian 
cm, that is four years after the death of Herod, in spite 
of the imanimous statement in the gospels that Jesus was 
bom dming the rdgn of Herod. 

of tile hcOinen of tlie nvmbci 


' About tba auily and aborigiiiul connection 
seven vritb tbe eeren etnie of tho flciedes, sea 
lication, on TSa Itaaia and the Zadim. 
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Tlie commoiiccTOcnt of the diristian era is incoiTcct, 
as fu-st fixed by Victorinns or Victorius of Aquitania in 
465, ■\vlio dated it from the death of Jesus, and then by 
Dionysius Exiguus, a Scythian by birth, living as a priest 
in Rome from 530-536, who began the era with the birth 
of Jesus. It may be that llic Dionysian era was fixed 
in accordance with a design of making the destruction 
of Jerusalem by Titus coincide with the mystic year 70, 
dated from the supposed nativity of Jesus. 

The date of the birth of Jesus, to which attention can 
be shown to have been directed early in the second, if! 
not in the first ccnUiry, cannot be even approximatively I 
determined by the statement in the Gospel after St. Luke,) 
that Jesus was about thirty years old when he began toj 
leach. This broad .statement, oiiginally perhaps a morel 
oxiilanalory note or gloss, later received into the text, 
may be explained to refer to the age which public! 
teachers must have reached, or surpa.ssed, before being | 
acknowledged as such.* But apart from this argument 
there is no reason for assuming that this statement must 
]' be connected directly with the preceding record about 
ji the baptism of John, in the fifteenth year of Tiberius, in 
‘ all the countty about Joixlau.’ Some time, probably 
from one lo two years, must have elapsed between the 
fifteenth year of Tiberius, when ‘ the word of God came [j 
unto John,' and the time ‘when all the people were!; 
baptized,’ and when Jesus came to him to bo baptized.® 
Wo are expressly told that it was not until Jesus heard that 
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Joli’.i liail bcun cast into pHson, tliaJ lie began (o preach 
in r-ralihiC. Ii cori-csponcls -iveli ivith Ihcse facts and argii- 
inonfs, that, according to Justin Martyr, Jesus ivas ‘thirty 
years old or more ' when John began to preach, tlial is,; 
before Jesus did so.* ' 

"We shall now try to jjrove conclusively that this statu- ■ 
incnt in the Gospel after St. Luke cannot possibly have 
been oiiginallyconnocted with the fillecnth year of Uhberius 
so ns to show Jesus to have been in that year, or a few 
years later, about thirty years old. We think it can be,\ j 
established by sound arguments that Jesus in fhnt year j 
29 was at lonst forty-three years old. 

As Herod died four years before our era, Jesus must have 
been born at least one year earlier. The recorded murder 
of the children at Bethlehem, connected with the birth of 
Jesus, need not refer to the last year of Hei'od. How 
many years before Herod’s death Jesus was born cannot 
thaefore be determined irom Bie Gospel records. Justin 
Martyr’s statement, that Jesus was bom about 150 years 
before the composition of the first Apology, probably 
before 138, is too general to deserve notice. But the 
first Father of the Church who refers to the age of Jesus 
states that he lived betweim forfy and fi% ycara.* Iremsus 
refers to a double authority, which is all the more re- 
markable, 03 it cannot be proved that before or in his 
time this was a debated question. He refers to ‘the 
Gospel ’ and to the tradition of the elders who bad lived 
< with John’ in Asia : ‘From the fortieth to the fifidethf 
year a man be^ns to decline towards old age, which ourf 
Lord possessed while he still fulfilled the office of a 
teacher, even as the go;q)el and all the elders testify; 
those who were conversant in Asia with John, the dis- 
dple of the Lord, (affirming) that John conveyed to them 
tlmt information.’” 

> JJiar. 88, 816. > jcroer. ii. S2. i-O. 

’ C<mpm.Maimiu Qbikiim Zitrary, 
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' This statement is preceded by a reference to the thirty 
years. ‘ How could he have taught unless he readied 
ithe age of a master? For when he came to be baptized 
he had hot yet completed his thirtieth year, but was be- 
ginning to be about thirty years of age.’ It is added, tliat 
According to ‘ these men,’ the first three Evangelists, ‘he 
preadied only one year, reckoning fi-om his baptism.’ Itl 
must be admitted that this looks like a later interpolation. 
For if Jesus had not yet completed his thirtieth year in' 
or possibly after the fifteenth year of Tiberius, and yet 
lived from forty to fifty 3 ’'ears, liis crucifixion could uot| 
have taken place during the reigu of Tiberius, which is a 
fact, as the Annals of Tacitus refer to it.^ This fact must ! 
have been well knoivn to Ireneeus. Tlie fifteenth year 
of Tiberius is the year 29, and Tiberius died certainly not 
later tha.n..3^A.D., or eight yeaiu later. If Jesus was not 
more than twenty-nine years old .in A.D. 29, he was not I 
more than thhty-seven years old at the death of Tiberius. \ 

It is thus proved, that Irenseus cannot possibly have 
connected his statement about Jesus having been between 
forty and fifty years old, with that in the Gospel after 
St. Luke about Jesus having been about tliirty, or even not 
yet thirty as it is explained, when he. came to be baptized, 
which was not before, but possibly after the fifteenth-year 
of. Tiberius, the year 29. The two passages absolutely 
exclude each other. 

Yet Irenasus refers to ‘the Gospel,’ as well as to,. 
unanimous Apostolic tradition, when he asserts that Jesus, 
was between forty and fifty years old when he died. Wei 
may therefore regard the passage in the third Gospel as a 
mere gloss which referred, as the passage in the works of 
Irenseus directly confirms, to the required age of a teacher, 
which was thu’ty years or more. Moreover this gloss wa's 
not intended to be connected with the time about the fif- 
teenth year of Tiberius, and to show how old Jesus was on 

^ Ann, 44. 



nosPEL-ArrnoEiTv of uiEXja-s. , 75 

or fi1)oiit tlint. year. Wlietljcr this passage be so regarded or 
not, fliis iiiuch is certain, that IrcnaMis did not refer to the 
Go32)el after St. Ltike when he wrote, that his assertion 
about the age of Jesus was made on the double authority 
of ‘ the Gospel,’ and the tradition of disdplcs of the Apostle 
John. 

, To what passage in any of the four Gospels, wlticli 
Ireuasus is the first to cite b}' name, can tliis learned 
Father of the CJmrch have referred ? Wliat passage iu 
(he Gospels is there, besides the passage cited, which refers 
to' the age of Jesus, and to which the testimony of ‘all 
the elders who were convereant with John in Asia ’ testi- 
fied, affinning that the Apostle 8t. John ‘ conveyed them 
that informatioir’? It must be a passage which, without 
the aid of au explanation of the initiated, would not have 
necessarilj' ‘ conveyed that infoimation.’ Wo shall now 
try to prove, that the passage in question is in the Gospel 
according to St. John, which, rightly understood, and as. 
the Gos]^)el explains, referred to the person of Jesus, ‘ to|l 
the Temple of his body.’^ ^ 

The first question which arises is, whether those of the 
Jews to whom the words of Jesus were addressed could 
possibly have misunderstood their meaning, so as to refer 
tliem to the building of the Temple. Wc lay no stress 
L on the probability that, in harmony with Eastern custom, 
jl Jesus pointed to his person with his hand wlien he spoke 
rjthc words in question : ‘ Destroy this Temifie, and in 
three days I will raise it up.’ Also oiu- argument does 
not require the very probable assumption, that among 
tlie people who surrounded Jesus, asking for a ‘ sign,’ 
thus demanding an authority for his acts, were men in au- 
thority, that is, scribes, priests, and men belonging to the 
Temple-guard. On either of these allowable assumptions 
Jesus woitld have been understood as he wished to be 
understood. But the reference to the ‘three days’ must 
have prevented a connection of his words with the stone- 
« John H. 18-21. 
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Templi! liy those wlio knew about the rcsuiTcc.l ion,\vlielliei’ 
they, like llic Pliarisecs, accepted that doctrine, or wliellier 
they refused to acknowledge it, like the Sadducccs. Tlie 
liigh-jn-iests and rharisces appearing before Pilate did 
connect the saying of Jesus about the three days witli the 
resurrection. Again, not by tnic Init bj- ‘ false witnc.ssc.s,’ 
whose testimony moreover did not agi-cc, it was asserted, 
that Jesus had .said within their hearing: ‘I will deslro}' 
this Tem])!e that is nnule with hands, and within three 
d;iys I will build another nnule without hands.’ ' 

'J'he Jews, jwolnibly Fadduccc‘.s, ilnis rightly referring 
the Words of .It'sus to his person, :ind following Jesus in 
the :dlegorie,al form of speech cho.sen by him, proceeded to 
refute him on his own ground, by exprc.«sing a doubt that 
ilesiis' could him.self n’.'tore in throe d:iys what wa.s the 
■gro>vth of forty-si.Y yc.ars. ‘ I’orty and si.\ yeaiv wa.s this 
I’l’cmplc in building. :ind wilt tium rear it up in three 
(liiys!'’ The following words eominenc.iiig with ‘but,’ 
must therefore be bdten in the .soii'e of, ‘ now. he .spoke 
of the temple of his body.’ 

It follows from this, tlnil in the tir.-t year of his minisliy 
j.Iesus w;is forty-.'i.v years old. jii.st :is the (!o^pel-sl!ltc- 
j inent implies, to which iremeus refers :is to the written 
authority for Jesus having lived between forty mid fifty 
years, '.i'lii': a.-^sertion may now be connected with the 

))a-:sago tlui--- c.vplaini-d. A' rding to llio .‘•anie nosjud 

throe years later, in the hist year of the life of Jesus,, 
• the Jews said : ‘ 'I'hoii art not yet lifiy years old, and wilt . 
■ tliou have seen Abraham S'’ 'J’luis tlie connection of the-; 
former iiass.ige in the fourth Oospcl bylrcnmus with the 
tradition of tliose who liad known the Apostle Pt. John 
heeonio.s highly signilicant. and fnrnislic.s a new proof ns 
to the connection of iliis fiospcl with the helovcd di.s- 
ciplu and with the first three Go.spels.- 

■ Mnri: xiv. r,s j enmp. Mnlt. xxxii. C2, O'). ' 

- Yprl;!! Irii'lilion i.-s fliown to linvu lifon tlio of Jliblicn! develop- | 
inent in the Olil and the Xcw Te.-tnmcnt, in TIk JlMitni ll'Mim <>/ C'li M . ' 



TEAE OP THE CEUCIFIXIOX. 


According to the so exphiincd passages in the fourth 
Gospel, Jesus -ivas forty-six years old in tlie first year of 
liis teaching, and not yet fifty years old in the year of his ; 
death, in essential harmony ivith tlie statement of L-enicus. 
Tliis Gospel refers either to three or (possibly?) to two 
years of his niinistr3-. We regard the three years’ ministry , 
as conclusively provedJ Accordingly Jesus was in his- 
forty-ninth year when he died. j 

The crucifixion of Jesus took place, as we have seen, 
during the reign of Tiberius, who according to Josephus y 
reigned twenty-two years, five months, and three daj’s.® It j 
is doubtful whether this time is reckoned from the death ' 
of Augustus, or from the time that Tiberius was co-regent. 
But it is gcueixilly assumed that Tiberius was murdered 
in the beginning of the year 87, probably in March. 
Accordingly the year 36 is the latest possible for the 
death of Jesus. iiTow, the year- 33 can be proved from', 
the Gospels to have been the earliest possible year for thei 
crucifixion, if we accept tlie forty-eight j-ears of the ' 
Fourth Gospel and of Irenrous. Once more, as in the case 
of the false witnesses, a statement in another of the Gospels 
confirms the Fourth Gospel. Accoi-ding to the Gospel'^ 
after Matthew, Jesus was twelve years old when, after lhe|, 
death of Herod, and after a stay in Galilee, he went with] 
his parents to Jerusalem. Jesus cannot have returned ■ 
from Egypt and gone to Jerusalem at the time of Easter in 
the year of Herod’s death. He went there certainly not , 
earlier than the year after it, or 3 B.c, It follows that 
in the year of Herod’s death, 4 B.c., Jesus cannot 


* See S. pSiiorpfi, The Chront^egy of ihc BtUe, 18C3, p. 09-71. 

^ A coDfirmniion of tlio statenirat in tbe AnnnU of Tacitus lies in tlie 
reported fact tbnt Tiberius was dead when Fontins Pilato ai-rivcd at Horae, 
sent there by Vitcilius, goremor of Syria, in order to defend himself 
against the accusations of tbo Snmnritans, who wore being prosecuted like 
tbe Cbristiims during tbo reign of Agrippn I., mid who lind risen under 
Simon (Mngus?), about 3o, thua poEwblyin connection with tbo cruci- 
fucion of Jesus, who hod probably more followers in Samaria than in Judrea, 
and was by the Jews called ' a Samaritan.* 
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have been more than eleven years old, so that he cannot 
have been born before the year 15 b.c., and that after a 
life of forty-eight years the earliest year of his death was 
33 B.C., the 19th of Herod, when, according to Cedrenus, 
Jesus died. In that year the Paschal full moon fell on 
Friday the 15th Nisan, so that the 14th Nisan lasted 
from Thursday to Friday evening, as in the year of the 
ci-udfixion accoKling to the Gospels. 

If Jesus was forty-eight years old at Easter in the year 
33, it follows that he was bom in 15 B.c.‘ Accordingly in 
tile year of Herod’s death, 4 B.C., Jesus was eleven years 
old, and tlie recorded murder of infants at Bethlehem of the 
age of two years, and under refers to about the ninth year 
before Herod’s death, 14r-13 b.c. The journey of Joseph 
and Maiy with Jesus when twelve years old to Jerusalem, 
probably witli a view to the usual com-se of instruction in ' 
the law, took place in the year after the death of Herod, 
and less than two years after the retiumfrom Egypt, after 
a stay of about nine years in that country. In the fifteentli 
year’ of Tiberius, 29 a.d., Jesus was forty-four yeai-s old. 

If Jesus, as a child, was nine to ten years in Egypt, he 
received his earliest religious instruction probably in 
Greek and in accordance with the text of the Septuagint. 
Tims the general reference of Jesus and his disciples to 
the Septuagint version would be explained, as also the 
unquestionable connection of the Gospel-doctrines with 
those of the Apocrypha or ‘ liidden writings,’ which were 
in Palestine forbidden, but fonned an important part of 
the Greek vei-sion of the Sciipturcs. Again, if the doctrinal 
enlargement and development of the Septuagint can be 
traced to a secret tradition of the initiated, made known 
in Alexandria to a large cirde, but which continued to 
be a ‘hidden wisdom’ to the people in Palestine, the 
Jewish doctors at Jerusalem would naturally be astonished 
at a boy of twelve years old betraying an unusual know- 
ledge, and later at a teacher who had ‘ never learnt ’ the 

‘ On the 25th of December. See Tht NeMcs and tiie Zodiac. 
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JtAIiTTRDOilS. 


TEAR OF THE MARTYRDOM OF ST. STF.PHEN AND 
ST. JAMES. 

On the assumption that tlie death of the first martyr 
took place in the first year of the persecutor Herod 
Agrippa L, of Asmonean (Sadducean?) descent, that is 
in 41, the journey of St. Paul to Damascus and Ms con- 
version took place in that yetur, and as Agrippa’s rule of 
terror lasted three years, a reason would thus be assigned 
for St. Paul’s not returning to Jerusalem until three years 
after his conversion. 

‘ About the same time,’ or, as we explain, contempo- 
raneously with the martyrdom of St. Stephen, summarily 
brought about by the persecutor, the Apostle St. James, 
brother of St. John, was beheaded by Agrippa, and St. 
Peter was put into prison, was marveUously led out of it, 
and lie left Jerusalem for ‘ another place,’ that is, for 
Home, as we shall presently render probable. D‘ St. Peter 
was put into prison in 41, it is certain Uiat ‘ James, the 
brother of the Lord,’ was in the same year, 41, set over 
the disciples at Jerusalem. For St. Peter refers to liim 
and the brethren in the night of his marvellous delivery 
out of prison. During the three years of Agrippa’s 
j-eign of teiTor, the Apostles seem to have been kept iiiii 
more or less strict confinement, and probably for this 
reason, perhaps also because James was trusted by the/ 
Sadducees, the Apostles are in the Acts stated to have been 
exceptionally spared during the general persecution of 
Christians. The accession of the young Herod Agrippa H. 
in 44 seems to have put an end to these persecutions. 
To this time the following statement in the Acts maj^ be 
referred. The Apostles were suddenly led out of prison 
by an angel, and they preadied daily and openly ‘ the 
word of Christ Jesus.’ Those who could three year’s 
earlier put to death St. Stephen and St. James, now were 
afraid of being stoned by the people when leading the 
Apostles out of the Temple.' 

i Acts xii. 10 j v.'l2-42; riit 1. 
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The possibility that the first two martyrs died ia 41 
will be raised to a probability, if it can be reasonably 
assumed, that during part of the three years which St. Paul 
■ spent in Arabia, that is, in the land east of Jordan, St. 
Peter founded Ibe Homan Church. 


ST. PEXBB AND PHILO IN HOME. 

Seeing that the beheading of St. James ‘pleased the 
Jews,’ Agrippa proceeded to take St. Peter also, ‘intending 
after Easter to bring him forth to the people.’ By a 
marvellous interposition of Providence led out of prison 
on a certain night after Easter, just before Herod intended 
to bring him forth, he came to the house of Mary the 
mother of John Mark, ‘where many were gathered 
together praying,’ and Ehoda having announced the un- 
expected arrival, St. Peter beckoned with Lis hand unto 
the inmates of the house ‘ to hold their peace,’ declared 
unto diem how the Lord had brought him out of prison, 
and said ; ‘ Go show these things unto James and to the 
brethren, and he departed and went into (unto) another 
place.’ St. Peter had to flee for his life, and he must have 
tried to gain the sea-coast as quickly as possible. His 
nearest road would take him to Joppa, where he had 
quite lately made friendship witli Simon the tanner. 
Thence he would perhaps go to Csesarea, to his friend 
Cornelius, captain of the Italian baud. From this place 
his ftirther escape by sea or land would be easier. Ac- 
cording to the Clementines, James was appointed after 
seven years ‘ from the passion of the Lord,’ that is in 41, 
the first year of Agrippa I. Thus it is confirmed that 
St. James was in that year beheaded and St. Peter put 
into prison, whereupon he was delivei-ed and went 
‘ unto another place.’ He met Simon at Cmsarea, and 
‘drove him away into Italy.’ St. Peter followed him 



rouxDATioy or the cuckcii ax home. SI 

and liad disputatious witli him at Eoraod In 42, St. Peter 
founded the Church at Home according to the tradition 
trausinitted and confirmed by Eusebius as well as by St. 
Jerome.^ Both those learned Fathers of the Church attest, 
the one in direct coimection until the first stay of St. Peter 
at Pome, th.at in f his cifySl. Peter met with Philo of Alex- 
andria. Eusebius adds, that this meeting led to ‘familial- 
conversation ’ between the Apostle and the learned Alex- 
andrian Jew, whilst the former ‘ proclaimed the Gospel to 
the inhabitants of that city.’ The learned and impartial 
historian states that he regarded this as ‘ not at all impro- 
bable,’ thereby implying, that this ‘familiar conversation,’ 
though not the meeting at Home which led to it, was 
drawn in question by some in the fourtli century. 

In the Armenian version of tlie Chronicle of Eusebius, 
the second year of Qaudius, or 42, is mentioned as 
the year of St. Peter’s arrival in Home, whidi year St. 
Jerome also mentions as the year of the founcktion of 
the Eoman Church. From this it follows that both 
Eusebius and St. Jerome Lad reasons to believe that 
Philo and St. Peter met at Eonie in 42, that is, in the 
ninth year after the ci-ucifixion of Jesus. 

It must be regarded as the most remarkable of all 
recorded and clearly undesigned coincidences, that Philo 
fixes his one visit to Eome about the year 41, and 
that he leads us to assume that ho remained there 
until 42. At the head of a deputation of Alex- 
andrian Jews Philo appeared first before Caligula, 
and then his apology was read before the Eoman senate 
during the reign of Claudius, whidi can hardly have been 
done when in January 41 die soldiers by force set up 
this emperor. Ei the fii'st year of the Prffitorian rule 
the senate can hardly have had time to consider the case 
brought forward by Alexandrian Jews. Everything 

' Kecog. i. 43 ; Constit vI. 8 ; Horn. iu. 20 f. 

’ En3. H. E. ii. 17. Compare 14 and Cbron. (Armen.), llier. Catal. 

O 
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tends to sho w that it was during Philo’s prolonged stay for 
sonie indeterminable time after 41, that he met St. Peter 
at Pome. The undesigned coincidence behveen the time 
fixed for tliis meeting by Eusebius and St. Jerome, and 
the time fixed byPliilo for his arrival at Eome, may be 
regarded as a remarkable confirmation of the Eoman 
tradition in the Olementines, which moreover makes St. 
Peter travel from Jerusalem by Caesarea to Eome in the 
very j'ear 41 in which we place his departure from 
Jerusalem by Joppa and Caesarea unto another place. 

So long as St. Peter’s absence from Jerusalem after his 
miracidous escape from prison cannot be connected with 
some otlier facts, or even with some other theory, the 
remarkable coincidence of dates permits us at least to 
assume that the tradition transmitted by the two most 
learned Pathers of the Clrurch is correct, and that St. 
Peter did found the Church at Eome between the year’s 
42 and 44, in which latter year we find him and St. 
Paul again at Jenisalcm with James for fifteen days. 

St. Peter and St. Paul jointly founded the 'Churclr at 
Antioch, probably betiveen 44 and 45. At Corinth St. 
Paul met rvith Gains, Aqiiila and Priscilla, the latter of 
whom had left Eome after the promulgation of the edict 
of Claudius (about 49-50?). -The journey of St. Paul and 
Barnabas to Jiidaaa, charged by the disciples of Antioch 
to convey the collections to relieve the Jews suffering 
by the famine, took phice probably in the year of that 
famine, 45-40. The apostolic council took place from 
54 to 55, if fourteen years after St. Paul’s conversion 
in 41. His later jomiieys, including his stay of two 
years at Ephesus, may have taken jfiace fiom 50-59, 
Ids last jornmcy to Jenisalcm at latest in 00, his de- 
parture from CaBsarea in the autumn of 05, his arrival 
at Eome in the spring of 66, and his martyrdom, per- 
haps contemporaneouriy with that of St. Peter, in 68 or 
69, probably before the death of Eero in June 68. 
All dates" after a.d. 44 are more or less uncertain. 
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A coysEcurm: clironology is llie best iiroof of an un- 
interrupted historical tradition. Wc arc in possession of 
a sequence of historical dates, preserved and transmitted 
bj the Babylonians as tvell as by the Hebrews, and 
reaching to the year 2458 B.c. This year marks an era of 
Babylonian and the starting-point of Hebrew Chronology. 
The Babylonian tradition connects it with an liistorical 
event, the capture of Babylon by a foreign nation, whom 
the Clialdasan historian Berosus calls lledes. The 
Hebrew records connect tliat same year with what is 
there designated' as the birth of Shem. Bor on this 
assumption all our sj'nchronisms have been obtained. 

‘ Two years after the Flood,’ we arc told, ‘ Shem was 
100 years old ; ’ from •which it follows, accepting our 
date for the birth of._Sliem, that what in Genesis is 
termed the Noachian flood, took place in 2300 B.c. 

The Hebrews, whose ancestors had lived in ‘ Ur of the 
Chaldees,’ further connected with a Babylonian date the 
departine of Abraham from Haran, Naharayn or Meso- 
potamia. Wo have reasons to regard ns the movements 
of a powerful tribe, what is related in Genesis as a family 
history, the journey of Abraham, with Sarai and Lot 
and the souls which they had gotten in Haran, from that 
country through Canaan into Egypt. 

For, 367 years after the Hoachian flood according to 
Genesis, tliat is, according to our C]n-onolog 3 >-, in 1U92 
B.C., when this migration took place, a new dynasty came 
to the throne at Babylon, according to the now firmlj’ 
establislied dates for the Babylonian dynasties of Berosus. 
The cuneiform inscriptions speak of a Kudui-Mabuk, 
and, after the divinity Lagamer,a Icing of the same family 
might be called Kudur-Lagamer, who, like Kudur-Mabuk 
and Cliedoi'laomer, may have been ‘King of Elam.’ The first 
king of the Berosian dynasty which acceded to the throne in 
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Babylon in tlie year 1992, -when Abraham left Haran, pos- 
sibly called Kudur-Lagamer, was certainly a contempo- 
rary of diedorlaomer, and probably identical witli him. 

It being now proved that the migration of Abraham 
and his party from Mesopotamia was contemporaneous 
with the accession of a new and probably Elamite dynasty 
in Babylon, the movements of the Elamite diedorlaomer 
may be connected with Abraham’s movements. The pro- 
bability gains ground, that his journey to Egypt, where the 
Hylcsos were then ruling, was directly connected witli po- 
litical considerations, and that the Hyksos and their allies 
took part in tlie battle of Shiddim. We have, therefore, 
now no longer any reason to doubt that the Hebrew his- 
torian, Josephus, had good reasons to give credence to the 
statement of the Gre^ historian and friend of Herod and 
Augustus, Nicolaus of Damascus, that Abraham (having 
pursued diedorlaomer to Damascus) conquered Damascus 
and ruled there shortly after his having left Haran. 

Knowing the year of diedorlaomer’s accession, we 
also know that in his fourteenth year, or 1979 b.o., the 
battle in the valley of Shiddim took place. Between the 
exodus from Haran and the exodus from Egypt the 
Mosaic records mark a period of 480 years, of which 
400 yeai-s were by the Hebrews passed in Egypt. The 
Mosaic Exodus is thus shoivn to have taken place in the 
year 1563 b.c. According to Orosins, the Pharaoh of 
the Exodus died five years later, in 1558 b.c. The year 
1515 B.c. being astronomically fixed for the accession 
of Tutlimoses III., the dmution of the reigns of his two 
predecessors, Tuthmoses 11. and L, according to Manetho 
twenty-two and twenty-one years, carry us from 1515 to 
1558, when according to Manetho, Amenophis I. died, who 
is thus shoivn to have been the Pharaoh of the Exodus. 
The Hebrew date for the Exodus falls within the thirteen 
years reign of Amenophis I., according to Manetho, whose 
tradition about a second rule of the Hyksos for thirteen 
years before their final expulsion is thus confirmed. 
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We are therefore entitled to record a threefold syn- 
chronism of the highest importance. The year 1563 B.c. 
is the Hehrew date for the exodus from Egypt. The year 
1558 is the date when tiie Pharaoh of the Exodus died, 
according to the statement of the Spanish presbyter Orosius, 
the friend of St. Jerome, and who, during his long stay in 
Africa and Syria, seems to have drawn his information 
from trustworthy sources in the fifth century. Einally, 
between the year 1558 and the astronomically fixed year 
for the accession of Tuthmoses IIL in 1515, lie the forty- 
three regnal years wHch Manetho places between the death 
of Amenophis I. and the accession of Tuthmoses III. 
Given the year 1515 b.c. for the accession of Tuth- 
moses m., the year 1558 is the Manethonian date for the 
last regnal year of Amenophis L, whilst the same year 
is given by Orosius for the death of the Pharaoh of the 
Exodus, which, according to the restored Hebrew Chron- 
ology, took place in the year 1563 b.c., or five years 
before the final expulsion of the Hyksos. Thus Hebrew 
tradition, Egyptian tradition, and later African or Syrian 
tradition, con&m each other. 

The period from the Exodus to the building of the 
Temple is one of 592, not of 480 years. Josephus twice 
mentions 592 and twice 612 years for this period, thus 
making it end either with the foundation or with the dedi- 
cation of the Temple. Eor the following reasons we insist 
that 592 must be adopted instead of 480, given in the 
first book of Kings. 

1. St. Paul must have known, that from the division 
of the land until Samuel the Prophet were 450 years. 
If he was right, the period from the Exodus to the 
building of the Temple must have comprised a much 
longer number of years than 480. The forty years of 
Moses, from the Exodus to his death, suflice for the 
demand of a longer period. Accepting the 450 of St. Paul, 
and adding the forty years of Moses, and the five years 
of Joshua before the division of land on the one side, and 
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on the Ollier tlirec years of Solomon’s reign, the forty of 
David and twonty-two.of Saul, thirlj'-lwo j'cars arc left for 
Samuel, and we get 592 j'cars. Thus the ScripUirar dates, 
added (o the 450 years of St. Paul, give exactly tlie 592 
years wliicli Josephus as.signs to the period from' the 
Exodus to the Temple. St. ]?aul and Josephus drew from 
one and the same historiciil tradition, by which they in this 
iirstance both con-eefed the Scriptures. It follows from 
this with mathematical pi-edsiou, that the judgeship of 
Samuel, the duration of which is not given in Scripture, 
lasted thirty-two years ; that all the’ periods given in the 
Bool: of Judges and in the first of Samuel as referring to 
this period, find their place in the enlarged frame of 592 
years, and that tlie undetermined periocl from tlic death 
of Ehud to Barak’s victory is limited by twaity years. 

2. Jephtha assigned' in round numbers 300 years to 
die period from the division of the land until the first 
year of his judgeship. This is only then approxima- 
tively correct, if we accept 592 instead of 480 years. 
According to our chronology this period was from 
1518 to 1199 n.c., and included 319 years. 

3. The synchronisms which result from our Hebrew 
and our Egyptian Chronolt^ show, that the dominions 
of Moabites, Philistines, and Ammonites over Israelites 
were contemporaneous with the advances of Pharaohs 
through Canaan into Mesopotamia. 

4. It is only by accepting the 592 years which the 
Hebrew records can be shown to require for the period 
from the Exodus to the building of die Temple, and by 
reckoning those 592 years from 1563 B.c., our date for the 
Exodus, that we have obtained without exception, and by 
accepting Hebrew dates, all the ^nchronisms required 
between the histories of the Hebrews, Assyrians, Baby- 
lonians, and Egyptians. Amoi^ these is a sixfold if not 
a sevenfold synchronism with regard to the year 711 b.c., 
which may be regarded as the most remarkable in ancient 
histoiy. 



AlllioiiLTl, !!S yo( un:lblf lu prn.W M on-urutivo 
dP llii; A^^y^i:^ls the hrinnony ikav e-^tiililidicd 
by llie l;ii<i\vn As-'yri:in ihiles bolweeii Ilebi'ew Chron- 
ology Mild the Canon of rtolcinj*, and with Egy])tian 
dales, pennils ns to assort that- the conlinnonsiicss of the 
einieironn annals js thereby eonllrmed, that no interval 
need bo assmiieil in Assyrian hi'lory, nor any inler- 
reguinns in lliat of Israel. All llu-e nations possessed 
and earefully preserved historiral ehronologieal annals. 
It is owing to ehronologieal dales preserved in eiinei- 
forin ir.serij)lion.s that the regnal years of .llahylonian 
dynasties ran be determined from the year 21.")S li.e., the 
liorosian dale forthe acees'ion of the Medes, to the aeees- 
sion of Cyrus in .53S, thus showing an uiiinterrnplod 
chronology of J 020 years. 

Willi ri'ganl to ligyptian Chronology, we submit lluit 
the nio'i Inistworlhj* i\lanclhonian dato.s ean be asecr- 
tained. that by a certain .system of eo-iegenoies lliey 
httnnonisc with the momnneiilal <latcs. that they can 
oeeasionally be conlirmed by aslronomioal ealculations, 
and that they lead to remarkable synchronisms. The 
most im])orlant of these are eonfcmporancons events 
recorded by Egyptian and by llebn'w Clironology. The 
now established synehronisin between Holoinon and 
fihishak li.ves the dale for the cajilnrc of Jenisalein, and 
tlius enables u.?, by aceejding ^[ancllioniaii dates, to 
assign to tlie I’lniraohs of (he eiglilocnth. nineteenth, and 
tweiilietli dj'iiasties, who advanced through Canaan to 
jrcso])otamia, such regnal year.s a.s eorrcspond with the 
Hebrew dales for foreign dominions over the Isr.'ielites. 
At the lime when lhe“e I'liaraohs required the alliance of 
the riiilistines and cognate nations in Canaan, the I’hilis- 
tines, ]\[oabites, and Ainoriles can be shown to have rnled 
over the Israelites according to the Eiblical rccoi-d.«, from 
which synchi-onisni we arc led to surmi.se lluil the foreign 
rulers were the allies of the I'igyplians. 

It would seem that according to the selicmo pro- 
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pouiuled ill tills Essay, possible if not appi'oxiinatively 
corrcet dates can be assigned to the reigns of Manethonian 
dynasties, from the cigliteentli to the twenty-sixth, 
extending over a consecutive period of eleven centuries, 
or from the approximate date for the accession of Ahnies 
to the death of Amosis or Aniasis, from about 1600- 
527 n.c. 

After this retrospect of the chief results of oiur chron- 
ology, ive refer in conclusion to their indirect bearing on 
prehistoric times. The early existence of an hereditaiy 
tribal tradition of initiated, and the Eastern origin of this 
tradition,’ first verbal, then written, is an increasingly pro- 
bable liyiiolhcsis, by which the continuity of chronology 
and likewise the development traceable in holy writ can 
be best exjilaincd. The .sjnnbol, diflbrently inteiprctcd by 
the initiated and the uninitiated, formed the point of union 
between these two clns.scs of human .society, and thus 
between science and religion. As a rule, symbols were 
framed in ]icrfccl harmony with, and contained nothing 
contrary to tradition. Aliigher knowledge of what had 
been tvansniilled faithfully from gcneralion to generation, 
would enable the initiated, not only to establish connect- 
ing linlvS Itetween a loss onlightcuod past and a more 
enlightened present, between religion and science, but to 
mark the development of the future, prophetically lltough 
not chronologicall}'. 

Occasionally symbols or rules of faith were formed by 
stewards of tradition, not in liarmony with history, and thus 
with the ever-developing Divine eidighlenment, but with 
a view (o real or supposed axigeiieics in the religious life 
of mankind. Wlien new symbols ceased to take the place 
of ancient, spnbols, tradition became stagnautj S3-mbols 
jiclrified, and barriers were erected between science and 
religion. 

Tlic existence of an esoteric knowledge or liiddcn 
wisdom is confirmed by the noAv established fact that St. 

' Compute 'The Hidden Wisdom of Christ, or History of the Apocrjphn.’ 
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r.uil Mill’. .TuM-plius iiri v.' iV.iin oiu- Mini tin; sumo, iinii- 
wi-it!on (ntiliiion, Avlicii ilu-y corm-U'tl lui iiiijiorlMiil, 
ilaio in Imly writ. 'J'lio oxi'tcnco of inyslorics voliining 
to the ivlatioii.-’ lii.'twivn the cre.iitiiro inul the CVoMtov, 
M-lhcii ivero known to tin- few, unknown totlie mnny, led 
ton puliliciition of theM-tnith- in :in nllogorionl form, well 
■idMpiL\l to the inimediMie purjin'e, .‘ind sMiictioned by 
those who reg.irJed the .secretion of iny.«terie.-' as nores- 
SMT}' for the prt'serv.ition of class privileges. The preaeh- 
ing of the good new.s of ‘ the inystc-rie.s of the kingdom 
of lie.ivon.’ of the fio.spel. to the poor and itninitiatcxl, 
wa.s a gradual one. At tir.<t by parables only, the seed 
of the Word of God. the doctrine of the Spirit of God, 
of Chri't. in the hearts of men, wa.s .<-own liroadcast by 
‘ the Son of JIan’ and ‘the Son of the living God,’ whilst 
the cho.scii few. according to the Go,spcl, St. I’cter as the 
fir.'t among them, were instructed to proidaim from the 
housctoii.s the more perfect Divine knowledge which laid 
been wliispered into their oars. 

The hidden wisdom led to the tisc of the inclnphorical, 
.symbolical, idlegorical, and parabolic forms. Whether 
and to wltal extent the initiated, or stcwanls of mysteries, 
interpreted figuratively the recorded miracles, cannot now 
bo determined. Tlio Biblical s^ymbol of 7,000 years with 
its Millennium inu.st be given uj). Thu carlic.st jicriod of He- 
brew Chronologj- lias been dasignedl}* shortened to 10.00 
years, being converted into twcnt 5 --llircc periods of seventy- 
two years, or Pleiades jieriods.’ Tliis designed alteration, 
as also that bj' which the 502 yc-irs were .shortened 
into 480 years, lias been made for dogmatic reasons, con- 
neclcd with the sanclitj' of the number .seven, and this 
regardless of historical tradition. Likewise the date of 
the birth of Jesus of ITaHareth ha.s been de.sigiicdly 
altered, and apparently for the similar dogmatic reason, 
of letting the destruction of Jerusalem coincide with the 

* .See our fortlicominB works: 'The PIcindcs nnil Iho Zmlinc,' niiit 'The 
Symhol of the Cross eraong ell Ketions.’ 
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Note I. 


THE UNABBREVrATED PERIODS OP GENESIS FROM ADAM 
TO THE FLOOD. 

If wo have succeeded in proving that the so-called patriarchs 
before the Flood cannot be regarded as individuals, the possi- 
bility remains, that the number of years assigned fo each patri- 
arch represent successive historical periods amounting to 8225 
years. Starting from the year 2360 Ji.c. as the year of what 
in Genesis is recorded as the Hoacbian deluge, we obtain the 
following list of possible historical periods. 


Cninan 

Mnhalalol 

Metbnsekh 

LnmecU 

Nonh 

Flood 


COD 

777 

COO 


10,085 

0,665 

8,7i3 


6,071 

4,703 

3,737 

2,860 

2,360 


Total 8,225 years. 
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Note III. 

BIBLICAL AUTHORrilES FOB THE LENGTH OF KEIGXS 
IN JUDAH AND ISRAEL. 

Onn date for Solomon’s accession, 974 B.O., is obtained by- 
making the yeas 24dS B.O., that is, the date in Genesis im- 
plied for the ‘birth of Shem,’ the starting-point of Hebrew 
Chronology, and by lengthening the recorded Mosaic period of 
480 years to 592 years. The same date for Solomon’s accession 
can be obtained by reckoning backwards from the lunar eclipse 
in 621 B.C., the fifth of Nabopulassar, recorded by C. Ptolemy 
and confirmed by astronomers of our days. The 353 years 
from G21 to 974 B.c. form the sum total of the regnal years 
assigned in the Bible to the kings of Judah from (the twenty- 
first of) Josiah to the first of Solomon, if the last reign of a 
king is generally made to synchronize with the first of his 
successor (see Mishna-mle, p. 30), and if a system of contem- 
poraneous reigns is adopted, which the Bible can be sho-wn to 
imply. IVe follow Mr. Sharpe (‘Chronology of the Bible,’ 
1868), in letting Azariah reign -with his fiitber Amaziah when 
sixteen years old, and from the sixlb year of his father ’s reign : 
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thus (luiiig ;way with Ihc interregnum hitherto assumed 
het ween Jerolioam II. and his son Zachnriah, who, according 
to the second hook of Kings, began to reign in tlio year of his 
fatlicr’s death. Aceordingly, the twenly-.sevenlli of Jeroboamll., 
synchronizes with the first of Azariah's sole regency, and like- 
wise with the first Olympiad. tVe also Jicccpt Mr. Sharpe’s 
suggested co-regency of Ahaz and Jotliam until the seventeenth 
year of the latter, which in the Bible is mentioned as the fii-st 
regnal year of the former, being, in fact, the first year of his sole 
rcgenc}’. It is thus shown that no interregnum need be placed 
between Bokah and Ilosca, as hitherto universally assumed. 

This important discovery of Mr. Sharpe’s, by which Hebrew 
Chronology is shown to require an abbreviation of twenty years 
hitherto assigned to two interregnums, is confinned by the 
reuiiirkablo fact established by our Clironology, tliat the 
Biblical regnal years thus computed without any interregnum, 
carry us from G21 ii.c. backwards to 074 as the first of Solomon, 
that is, precisely to the same year wliicb wo obtained by 
reckoning forwards the Biblical periods and regnal j'cars from 
2-158 II.C. to Solomon’s accession. Tiiis c.annot jiossibly be a 
mere cb.'inco-coincidenco. It confirms wlial we liope to have 
established on independent grounds, that the period from Ibe 
B.vo(his to tile bnilding of the Temple extended not over 480 
but over 592 ycar.s, ns SI. I’atil and .toscpbns imply or assert. 

We allow two j-ears for a chaotic slate after Solomon’s death, 
in harmony with the express statements in the Soptuagiut, and 
with the implied statsments of the Hebrew text about Jeroboam 
and Beboboam. Our first year of Abab synchronizes with the 
first year of Jehosbajdiat, since the fourth of Abab can be shown 
to correspond with the first of Jclioslia]ibat's sole regency, not 
of bis reign. We show that the S3-ncbronism required by tlic 
Bible between the fourth of Abab and the fir.st of Jeboshapbat 
must bo llius explainctl ; for by this interpretation of the pass.age 
in Ibe first book of Kings, the twenty-second or last year of 
Allah's reign, 854 B.c., synchronizes with the A.ss3-rian date for 
tlic battle at Karkar on the Orontes, in which Shalraanosar II. 
fought against ‘Abab of Israel’ and bis confederates. The 
victory of Aliab over Bcnhadad at Apliek, and the covenant 
between these two, had preceded (probably by about three 
years) the battle of Karkar, which led to the dissolution of this 
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confederation, to an alliance between Israel and Judab, and thus 
to the attack of Eamoth-Gilead, in -nrliich Ahah was mortally 
wounded in his chariot by a Syrian archer. Our Hebrew 
Chronology and the Assyrian synchronism seem to prove that 
the battle of Eamoth-Gilead, as well as that of Karkar, was 
fought in 854 B.C.. this having been the last year of Ahab’s reign. 

To the foUowing limning numbers our preceding table of 
Hebrew regnal years refers. 

No. (1) 1 Kings xir. 21. 

(2) 1 Kings xiv. 25 ; 2 CImm. sii. 2. 

(3) 1 Kings xw 1. 

(4) 1 Kings XT. 0. 

(5) 1 Kings XV. 26 ; comp. 1 Kings xiv. 20; possible co-iegency. 

(fi) 1 Kings XV. 33. 

(7) 2 Chron. xvi. 1 ; regnal years of Eehoboam continued. 

(8) 1 Kings xvi. 8. 

(9) 1 Kings xvi. 16, 22, 23. 

(10) 1 Kings xvi. 29. 

(11) 1 Kings xxii. 41 ; tlie first year of Jehoshaplint’s sole regencj' is 

meant. 

(12) 1 Kings xxii. 61 ; the seventeenth of Jehoshnpbat's reign, not of 

his sole regency (comp. 1 Kings xvi. 29 ; xxii. 40). 

(13) 2Kings iii. 1 (disregarding 2 Kings i. 17). As Abszinh reigned 

one year contemporaneously with Ahah, which is not 
excluded by the statement that he reigned ‘ in bis stead,’ so 
.4hasiah’s brother Jehoram’s first five regnol years syn- 
chronize with Ahab’s last five. 

(14) 2 Kings viil. 10, 17. 

(16) 2 Kings viii. 26 (contradicting 2 Kings i.v. 29). 

(lU) 2 Kings X 30. 

(17) 2 Kings ix. 27; xi. 4. 

(18) 2Kingsxii.l. 

(19) 2 Kings xfii. 1. 

(20) 2 Kings xiii. 10. 

(21) 2 Kings xiv. 1, 17; xv. 1. 

(22) 2 Kings xiv. 23 (see No. 24) ; commencement of Jeroboam’s sole 

regency. 

(23) 2 Kings xv. 2. 

(24) 2 Kings xv. 1 ; comp. xiv. 17 ; Azatiah twelve years co-regent 

(26) 2 Kings xv. 8 ; comp. xiv. 29, no interregnum. 

(20) 2 Kings XT. 13. 

(27) 2 Kings XT. 17. 

(28) 2 Kings XT. 23. 

(29) 2 Kings xv. 27. 

(.30) 2 Kings XT. 32. 
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(31) 2 Kings xvi. 1 ; commencement ot sole reign of Aliez. 

(32) 2Kiiigs.xvii. 1; XV.30. 

(33) 2 Kings .xviii. 1 (comp. Nos. S4, 35). 

(34) 2 Kings .xviii. n. 

(35) 2 Ifings .xvii. C; xviii. 10. 

(.30) 2King5Xxi.l. 

(37) 2Kingsxxi.lO. 

(38) 2 Kings xxii. i. 

(30) 2ICing3x.xiii.3],.30. 

(40) .Tcrem. xxv. 1. 

(41) 2 Kings x.xiv. 8-12. 

(42) 2King8x.xiv.18. 

(4.3) Ezclt.i. 1,2. 

(44) Jerem. xxxii. 1. 


Note IV. 

DATE OF THE ACCESSION OF TIIOTIIMES THE GREAT. 

(Br Mn. B.isir. II. Coorim.) 

I rnnrosE to give a revised resume of my Astronomic.nl Proof 
tlinl Tiiolhmos III. rcekoned liis accession from B.c. 1515.' 
The proof is hosed on the combination of a .Sotliino or Uogstnr 
Rising Dale witli a New Moon Date, both recorded on inscrip- 
tions of Thotliines the Groat. 

In 1800 I aceepted the inference of Lepsius, Bnigsoli, Birch, 
and others, thiit the Elephantine Festival Tablet, containing 
the entry, ‘ Rising of the Dogstar on the 28th of Epiphi,’ must 
be a monument of that king, because (Ubris bearing bis scut- 
cheons were found close bj*. I now know that tbo Festiv.al 
Tablet itself mentions him by name, as the offerer and celebrant 
at these festiviils, one of which is this of the Rising of Sirius, 
the dies solcnnis for which amongst the Egyptians all the 
evidence, classical and cpigraphical, proves to have been the 
20th of July, or more strictly speaking, the Egyptiiin day 
which began with the morning of the 19lh and ended with that 
of the 20th. In the imbisscxtilc kalcndar of the First .Sothiao 
Period, that of Arnimos,? which began with the Rising of 

' JliilM Quart, Jler. Ocl. 18G0, nrt., 'Egyptology end tho Two Exodca’; 
cprinlod under the title, ‘ Ilieroglyphical D*to of the Exodus,’ by B. II. 
Cooper, 1801. 

■ So Censorinns (Dc Sic Ifal. c. ID) and tlio monuments name the Plm- 
rnob who first added the Five Doya of tho Epnet at the end of the twelve 
months of Thirty Days each, which made up tho PrimUtvo Egj-ptinn Year, 




Second Sotliiac Period begin B.c. 1323, vrith Menephtba, son 
of Eamses II. Sesostris, he supposed that the stonecutter must 
have blunderingly put Epiphi for the preceding month Payni. 
This pushed up the astronomical coincidence, which Lepsius has 
always loyally held to belong to Thothmes III., just 30 x 4 or 
120 years. He had inherited that identification from Cham- 
pollion-Figeac, whose decided genius for chronology had seized 
on this fragment of Theon, and on a statement in the 
Syncelline Canon (the so-called ‘ Sothis Book ’), that the 
Hykshos Conquest took place in the 700th year of the Sothiao 
Period, as the two main pillars of his system. The name most 
like Henophres to be found in the Manethonian lists was that 
of the son of Eamses-Sesostris, viz, Menephthes, whilst the 
forename of the grandfather of Sesostris, Eamses I., of which 
Menophres is an esact transcript, used to figure in the hooks 
as ‘ Men * * Ea ’ many years after the younger Champollion 
was laid beneath his oheUsk in P4re La Chaise. It was in the 
‘Dublin University Magazine’ for July 1859, and not long 
after the discovery of the phonetic value of the previously 
unknown sign ' in the half-deciphered name, which every 
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Egyptian scholar can now read Men-peh-Ra, that Br. Hincks 
announced his identification of this king with Theon’s 
Menophres. The important correction was unhappily too late 
to influence Lepsius, whose ‘ Konigshuch ’ was published in 
1858. The substitution of Ramses I. for Menephtha, as the 
Menophres of the Era would have given him exactly the 120 
years which he was obliged to charge to the account of the 
blundering stonecutter, ridding him at one stroke of the 
necessity for arbitrarily altering either the hieroglyphical date 
or the Grreek name in Theon’s text. As Professor Eisenlohr 
well observes, Theon’s Pharaoh Menophres bears a name 
involving that of the Sungod Ra, which appears in almost 
every Egyptian royal name, whilst in Menephtha the divine 
name is that of Ba’s father Phtha, the Egyptian Hephaistos. 
In other words, the names Menephthes and Menophres both 
bear the genuine Egyptian stamp. At the same time they are 
perfectly distinct. 

Moreover, had the successors of Champollion-Figeao loyally 
rallied to the important reform proposed by the very learned 
and acute Br. Hincks, they would have been better prepared 
to do justice to the other astronomical date, whidi, together 
with the misinterpreted fragment of Theon, induced the very 
able French chronologist to make Sirius his guiding star through 
the labyrinth of the Egyptian annals. They would then have 
seen how unwise it was to throw away the invaluable date of 
the Hykshos Conquest, the 700th year of the Sothiao Period, 
merely on account of the tainted source whence it comes. Of 
course the forger would be sure to trick out his imposture 
with such notorious truisms as this genuine popular date with 
its round number of years must have been in Egypt, even 
down to the fifth century, when his patchwork system of 
Egyptian chronology from Menes-Mizraim to Alexander the 
Great was first published there as the ‘genuine’ work of Manetho. 
The title, ‘Sothis,’ or, ‘The Bogstar,’ as the Egyptian word 
means, pitched on by the dishonest monk for his fabrication, 
sufficiently indicates that this was precisely the sort of bait 

in the Mimoins of the French Academy of Inscriptions nnd Belles Lettres 
ii; 1853, was still nnconvinced of the truth of the new rending (p. 146). I 
nm indebted for thie reference to Mr. Lnpage Benouf, whose immense stores 
of erudition are nlwnjs at the service of his fellow Egyptists. 
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must have had some dim idea of the date of the Norman 
Conquest, if no other ray of English chronology had ever found 
its way into his poor dark hrain. So in Egypt, until the 
memory of the earlier Foreign Conquest rvas hlottcd out by the 
later horrors perpetrated by Omar and his hordes, the poorest 
Copt must have retained some notion as to his nation having 
once dated events by a Sothiac Era, about the 700Ui year of 
■which the children of Shem under Salatis made themselves 
lords of Egypt. Very possibly they knew no bettor Iban the 
author' of- the pious fraud called the ‘Sothis* when the Dog- 
star Period began. 

AVith Hincks’s correction of Cliampollion-Figeao’s premature 
identification of Monophres, the French scholar’s two astrono- 
mical dates, together -with Lepsius’s Sothiac date of Thothmos 
the Great, just as the stonecutter left it, for a third, are as 
harmonious as the Three Graces. 

Of the agreement of the hlenoplires Era, as explained by 
Dr. Hinoks, with the Elephantine inscription, I have already 
spoken. Nor is it less clear that if Eamses I., the last king of 
Dyn. XVIII., be Jrenophres, the Hykshos must have conquered 
Egypt according to hlanetho, as well as the ‘ Sothis,’ a^iout the 
700th year of the First Sothiac Period. For Josephus gives 
us a hlanethonian Total of 393 years from their Expulsion 
by Amasis to the end of Dyn. XIX., of which 140 years come 
after Menophres Eamses. ITiere remain 253, which, added to 
the 511 of the Hykshos Occupation = 764. Hence they camo 
in 764 years before Menophres, or in other words, in the year 
of the First Sothiac Period, 1461 — 764 or 697. The same 
year of the Sothiac Period, 697, results from adding together 
the 213 years assigned in the Tinrin Papyrus to the Twelfth 
Dynasty, from the Association of Amenemes I. and his son 
Osortsen I., and the 484 of the Xoite Dynasty in Lower Egypt, 

' Perhiips we should rather eay the author’s younger contemporniy and 




104 


APPENDIX. 


down to tlie Hykshos Conquest, wMch its long struggle with 
the riyal Theban Kings naturally rendered so easy. 

I do think it is deeply to he regretted that of the elder 
Champollion’s two key-dates, his successors not only threw 
away the precious and retained the vile, but by so doing com- 
pelled themselves to treat their own still more valuable con- 
tribution, the Sothiac block of Elephantine, in a perfectly 
arbitrary manner. Thus only can it be explained that after 
twenty years’ further laborious' research, oro.wned with success 
in every other department, men still complain, as Fanny Cor- 
baux did in 1855, that we are floundering about in a gulf of 
fom centuries, unable to moor a date of even Kamses III. to 
any fixed year ji.c. within that enormous range. 

Unfortunately I was not myself aware in 1860 of the im- 
mense stride in advance taken shortly before by Ur. Hincks. 
How wonderfully it simplifies the case, especially with the help 
of the Stela of Amenemheb, an old campaigner iinder Thothmes 
himself, just discovered by Dr. Ebers,' we shall at once see. 

IrVe now know, from this inscription, that Thothmes III. 
reigned from the 4th of Pachom* in his first year till his death 
on the SOtli of Fhamenoth, in his fifty*fourth. Moreover, the 
New Moon Date in his Annals at Kamak — viz. the 21st (not 
22nd, us formerly misread) of Pachom, in his twenty-third year, 
the anniversary of his coronation, and the day on which he 
fought the important battle which ended with the taking of 
Megiddo, is at last clear of all di£6culties. The text is now 
happily quite safe, which had been falsely copied in the standard 
transcripts, the new moon group having been left unrecognis- 
able even by such experts as Dr. Birch. Another gain in the 
interval is that this Eeria of the New Moon here is no longer 
an isolated and so far incomprehensible case. We have now 
the complete list of the Thirty Lunar Ferise, each of which 
had its name, like our days of the week, and its tutelary god. 
We now know too that the ancient Egyptians, somewhat like 

nnuaiT nnd Februnry 


See the ZatBchrifl of Lepeie 
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thomiiclcni .Tctts. reckoned Iifo Xcw JIooii Feri.v in each Lunar 
Mouth, the former being; the day of the conjnnelion and the 
l.atter the day of the phase. All these lunar /cjvte were eycli- 
cally fixed, not by observation ])ro re nittit, but according; t.o a 
sy.=fem so exact that n-henever these feria occur combined 
with other Ijalcndarial dates, they are always to lie regarded 
as astronomical notes of lime of the very highest, value. I 
have found them so occurring under the Twelfth Dynasty, and 
even under the Pixth. The New Moon with which I am here 
concerned is the Dark or Astronomical jfew Moon, which in 
n.c. 1403 oiueided with the 21.--t of I’achom = ^lay 17-18 in 
that year. The conjunction fell about noon on May 17th. 
Supposing this to be the Pliaraoh's twenty-third year, hi.s first 
was of course n.c. 1.713. Doubtless in the abstract, there are 
nltomative dates, but practically there is not one. Tlic Lunar 
Cycle of the Imbissextilc or Vague Egyptian Kalendar of 
exactly Sfi.i days is twcnty-fii-o yetirs, with an error of little 
more than an hour, nonce the lunar conjunction took place 
also on tho 21st of Pachom, n.c. 1493 + 25=i!.c. 1318. But to 
make this tho king's twenty-third year is to make his first 
n.c. 1340, hotween which and B.c. 1477, flic very earliest of tlio 
four consecutive years when tho 2.Sth of Epiphi coincided 
with the 20lh of July, as the inscription records was the 
case when he presented his olTerings at Elephantine, arc sixty- 
three years, whereas he reigned, as the Ehers fjtcla records, hut 
fifty-four. Moreover, like the lower alternative i>.c. 1404-25 = 
n.c. 1 439, I his hypotlicsis would rob its of wimt wo c.annot afford 
and do not mean to lose. I refer to the heaufifiil harmony 
which wc attain by means of the intermediate date Jlay 17-18 
n.c. 1493 witli tlie Era of Menophres. If Tliotlimcs Iff. liegan 
to reign n.c. 1515. then his fifty-four years end n.c. 1461, be- 
tween which and the Era of Aleuoplires, or the lieginuing of f.iio 
Second .Pothiac Period on the Egyptian Xew Tear’s Day, tiie 
first of Tlioth=Jnly I9-20lh B.c. 1323, arc 138 years. But 
this is precisely the sum of the reigns which Manelho inter- 
poses between liis aiesphra-Tutlimosis (Men-shepor-Ea Thot li- 
mes in.) and Menophres Bamses I. I rectify in .Toseplius, with 
tlie monuments and Syncellus, the transjfKi.sition of Aai-splircs* 

' For the corrupt .MISJ-PIl’, of the IJsIs, I read AAIS'I'PIIX. Of coiirfc 
Armius, iu like umnner, reigns after his fiithcr, Menophres ltiiiu..es I., not 
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(Ani-slipperii-na, Ihe forename of Uie son and successor of 
Tliodimcs Iir. — Ainen-liolcp II.). I'’or Hallios (JlaneUio’s 
i name of tlic son-in-law and successor of tlie Disk- 

worsliijipcr Acli-n-atn-Ka, (lie Aelienelipllires of Mancllio) I 
read live years and nine monUis, instead of nine years, in 
accord willi Hie si.\ years in Africanus. Lastly, I restore, with 
tile monninents, the dropped unit five to the reign of Aincn- 
oplilliis III. These arc all the changes I allow myself in 
jllanctho’s nnmher,s as reported hy our oldo.st authority, .Toso- 
jilius. The result is a total, including the single year and four 
months of Menophres Kainses hituself, of 138 years and six 
inonUis. 

'J'lie rei'i])roral verifieation leaves nothing to he desired. The 
Lra fails critically within the short reign of s!.\teen months 
assigned hy Manet ho to Menojitires llamses I, I suhmif , tliero- 
fore, that the reign of Tlintlimw the (ireat.the Conqueror of 
Syria and Mesopotamia, is determined with at h a.<t .a.s great, a 
degree of certainty a« that of .Ah'xauder, and with even greater 
precision. He ascended the throne of the Tharaohs May 7lh, 
li.f. l.ol.i. and vacated it l.y lii.s d.-ath .March 21st, li.r. MGl. 


Xot;: V. 


.‘Stll.'SltAK I. ANT) I>.sir.<KS.N-i:.8 II. CO.KKOKN'TS. 

(I’.v Ml!. Jlisii. )I. CooriT..) 

(t. Tin; fael, long siiiee demon.sirated hy Lepsiiis, from the 
inserijilions on the statue of llic Xile-god dedicated hy Trince 
.‘'Iii.-ha!;, son of ttsorkon I. (l)yn. xxii. 2), and grand.son of the 
conqueror of Itehohoam, that this prince was at the same time 
ttie grandson, on the mother's .«iilc, of J'snsenne.s If., soeins to 
w.arr.anl the inference lliat tlic lwogr.aiidratIier.s iielongod to one 
and tlic same generation, i.e. that the reigns of I’susciracs II. 
and tfhishalc 1. were, in part at le.ast, conteiiiporaneons. 
lieforc lilin, as in the present le.vt. His name has not yet lieen foiiml on the 
aiomnnenls, tint Ins rori-nnme has tiimeit up in the 8erapeuin, s\n -Api-s 
Uie<I milter liiin. AlaticUe plarea it npl to tlic second of tlie two whiclHlied 
tiinler llurun,ninl before that which led ndcr Sell I., the brother of sVrma'is. 
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6. This surmise is strongly corroborated u-ben Tve compare 
tbe remarkable variations in the Manctbonian fragments as to 
the lengths of tbe Teq)ective reigns. The Eusebian tradition 
of jilanetbo’s numbers assigns to Fsusennes tbirtj'-five years ; 
and these are necessary to complete the total of 1 .'50 years for 
the dynasty, which not only Eusebius but Africanus also 
assigns to these Tanite kings. Tet Africanus, confessedly the 
more trustworthy of the two, gives this king no mote than 
fourteen years, at tbe cost of a want of harmony between his 
total and bis details. Eo emending pen liner than a house- 
painter's 'nrush can possibly reconcile these numerals. Neither 
of them can he the bixmder of a scribe, but they imply 
different points of uieio. Manetho must have said that this 
king reigned fourteen years, and Manetho must have said that 
he reigned thirty-four. 

Accordingly, xve find an exactly complementary double tra- 
dition as to the length of the reign of Sbishak I. Eusebiixs and 
Africanus agree in reporting that he reigned twenty-one years, 
but in the Syneelline Canon (the ‘Sothis’) he has thirty-four. 
There may have been authority for the statement that he 
reigned thirty-four years, and there is the best authority 
for the statement that he reigned hut twenty-one. I submit, 
in anticipating an objection from the notorious bad faith of the 
Pseudo-Mancthonian ‘ Sothis,’ that the appearance of a variant 
number in that tainted Canon alone ought not eo ipso to put 
it out of court. At the same time I readily own that the 
evidence of a -witness of this calibre is not to be lightly trusted 
without corroboration. But I contend that in this instance 
tbe striking variation is abnndantly confirmed, both by a com- 
parison of the traditional numbers between themselves, and, 
what weighs infinitely more, by the monumental indications. 
Tlie ‘thirty-five’ and ‘fourteen’ for Psusennes II., and the 
‘thirty-four’ and ‘twenty-one’ for Sbishak I., point to their 
having been rival sovereigns for thirteen years, and to their 
then having made up tbeii differences by an inlerman-iage 
between the two royal bouses ; which ex-ent the Bubastite, now 
first recognised by the Legitimist Manetho, surxdved twenty-one 
years, and the Tanite twenty-two. I now come to the monu- 
mental confirmation of this ‘view, which I treat separately on 
accoxmt of its great importance. 
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c. Vioomte de Eonge long since caUed attention to tlie his- 
torical importance of the Banner Name of Shishak I., ‘ Crowned 
to unite the Upper and the Lower Countries.’ This implies 
a previous period of antagonism between Upper and Lower 
Egypt, and its termination by some political arrangement 
symbolised by the recognition and coronation of the Bubastite 
Pharaoh. 

d. Again, in the Silsilis inscription, dated Payni 1st, in his 
twenty-first year, it is said of Shishak 1. that ‘ Ammon Ea has 
set him on the throne in order to finish what he began when he 
took the government of Egypt for the second time’ Here a 
twofold, if not a threefold-reckoning of the reign of the head 
of tlie Bubastite house is afBrmed by a contemporary monu- 

6. Still stronger, and indeed, in my view, conclusive of the 
question, is the testimony of the inscriptions on the back of 
the Hile-god statue already referred to. The Prince Shishak, 
who erected the monument, is thereon called the son of the 
marriage between the first Bubastite’s son and next successor 
Osorkon I. and Eakamat, daughter of Psusennes II . ; -and, as 
already observed by Brugsch and others, both Psusennes II. 
and Osorkon I. there appear as living and reignvng togeOm', 
The statue is in the British Museum, and I again inspected it 
carefully the other day in company with its custodian. Dr. Birch, 
the most accomplished Egyptist in the" world j and both of us 
were entirely agreed that there is not the sUghtest trace of the 
mortuary epithet ‘ Osirian,’ or of the analogous term ‘justified,’ 
ever having been appended to either royal ring, as would almost 
infaUibly have been the case had either been dead when the 
inscription was cut. The inference is irresistible. The date of 
the statue is the thirty-sixth current, but probably never com- 
pleted, of Psusennes II., running parallel with the first of his 
son-in-law, Osorkon L, whose fiLther, Shishak I., the young 
Prince Shishak’s maternal grandfiither, must have sm vived a 
whole twelvemonth. This is in exact accord with the literary 
tradition, that Psnsennes II. reigned ‘fourteen’ years (viz. 
before the political marriage), and that he reigned ‘thirty- 
five ’ (having survived that marriage twenty-one) ; further, that 
Shishak I. reigned ‘thirty-four’ years (viz. from his disputing 
the succession with Psusennes II.), but that he did not reign 
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more than ‘ twenty-one,’ dating from the treaty, of Trhich the 
political marriage was the symbol. 

I am happy to he able to add, that, having read this note to 
Dr. Birch, he authorises me to say he endorses my statement of 
tlie monumental facts, and deems my inferences from them 
reasonable. 


Mote VI. 

OX DEIOKES AXD DAIUCOU. 

(Br ain. SivcE.) 

The name of the Mannian (or ]\linnian) chief Daiuccu, who 
was transported to Hamath by Sargon in 713, shows no more 
than that the name Doiokes was a possible one among the 
jlledes and their linguistically related neighbours in the 8th 
century b.c. But it may be possible to detect the Deiokes of 
Herodotus in a name which occurs in the account of a later 
campaign of Sargon — somewhere about 714 or 713 n.c. — 
against certain countries in the Morth-East. Tlieso are Ellibi, 
Karalla, and Sit-Daittecu. Mow as the names of tlie kings of 
the other countries are given, it appears very likely (as 
Lenormant has pointed out) that no monarch of Bit-Daiuceu 
is mentioned, because Daiuccu was still on the throne. If 
Lenormant (followed by Finzi) is right in identifying Ellibi 
with Ekbatana, Deiokes would not have become master of that 
part of Media until after b.c. 702, when Sennacherib came into 
conflict with Ispabara (? ’A<m/3apas), who had been placed 
upon the throne of Ellibi by Sargon in ii.c. 709, in preference 
to his brother Mibe, after the death of their father Delta or 
Eita (compare ’ApraXos-, the first cbamcter may be read 
either dal or ri). Now, according to Diodorus (11. 30), ICtesias 
— a very suspicious authorify, certainly — stated that Aspadas 
was called Astyages by the Greeks ; and I cannot help think- 
ing that in the Greek accounts of both Deiokes and Astyages 
we have a confusion of the mythical Azi-dahdka and his 
exploits with an historical Dai-uccu. It is very possible that 
Dai-uccu not only recovered himself after Sargon’s expedition. 
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but extended bis dominions, and furthered Nibe’s pretensions 
after Dalta’s death, thus occasioning Sargon’s interference in 
Ellibi. His rise might thus be placed B.c. 711. As regards 
the name which Schrader and Lenormant write Dajaukku and 
Hayaukku, the last double consonant is cap/», while the pre- 
ceding characters sliould always be read dai, not daya. It 
forms Gentile nouns in Assyrian. 


NoteVH. 

MUEDER OP JOSnOA AND ZEOHAEIAH. 

The murder of ‘ a certain Joshua ’ by his ‘ brother ’ (in office ?) 
the high priest Johannan, according to a tradition transmitted 
by Josephus (Ant. xi. 7), can be connected wth the high-priest 
Joshua and liis antagonist, adversary, or ‘ Satan,’ to which one 
of the visions of Zechariah refers, and which we have connected 
with the year 518-517 B.C. Forit Is probable that Bagoses kept 
his promise and helped to procure for Joshua the highpriesthood. 
At that very exceptional time a second highpricst may well 
have been appointed, if the two lines of Aaronites in Israel, 
called after Elcazar and Ithamor, have been by us with sufficient 
reason conneotod respectively with the tribes of Benjamin and 
of Judah.' We have shown that ‘the stranger’ in Israel, the 
Kenite or Bechabite, in the time of Joshua settled in Arad with 
the tribe of Judah, that Thamar is by Philo called ‘ the stranger,’ 
that the story of Judah’s marriage with her may by the matri- 
monial metaphor he explained as referring to the national union 
between Hebrews and str.ingers, and that the line of Ithamar 
seems to refer to a highpriestly line of the stranger in Israel, 
of the Kenites to which Jethro belonged, and with which the 
Eeebabites are ethnically connected. To the Ecchabites, who 
had always been ‘strangers’ in Israel, but who nevertheless 
worshipped in the temple, and some of whose names are com- 
pounded with the name of Jehovah, Jeremia prbmised in the 
name of Jehovah-Zahaot a never-ceasing priesthood, and even 
a high priesthood, inasmuch as ‘to stand before ’ God is an ex- 

' Th Keyi of St. Feter, or the JSstory of Mechah-, comp. Vie Einhdt 
dcr ReUgiomnj i. 
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pression referring to the highpiiest in the Holiest of the Holy 
(Jer. xssv. 18, 19.) 

As Jethro ‘the Kenite’ or Becbabite, like Melohizedek, was 
a priest of the highest God, and yet a Non-Hebrew, the priest- 
hood of Jethro and therefore also the priesthood promised to 
the sons of Eechab, the descendants of Jonadab, possibly a 
brother of David, might be called a priesthood ‘ after the order 
of Melohizedek.’ This leads us to assume that the 1 1 0th Psalm 
may have been written by one of the Kechabites, of whom we 
are told that they followed the Hebrews into exile, and that 
this Psalm refers to the promise made by Divine command to 
Jonadab, the patriarch and Lord of the JBechabites, whose in- 
junctions they had so obediently followed, that Jeremiah pointed 
them out as patterns to Israel. The promised Messiah was to 
be a son of David, who descended from the Kenites that came 
from Hamath, so that, like David, the Messiah was to be a 
Non-Hebrexv, a stranger in IsraeL Melohizedek, the Non- 
Hebrew, is pointed out in Holy Writ as the type of the Messiah, 
of Jesus of Nazareth. Thus the connection is confirmed between 
the priesthood after the order of Melohizedek, and the stranger 
‘ within the gates ’ of IsraeL 

This second priesthood of the stranger in Israel, with which 
the Aaronio line of Ithamar seems to have been connected, 
occupied the highpriestly ofSce in the time of Eli and his 
successors before Zadok (1148-774 B.C.), but it cannot be 
proved that any highpriest after Zadok, who was of the line of 
Eleazar, belonged to the line of Ithamar. Although the line 
of Ithamar did occupy the highpriestly chair, the succession of 
the line of Ithamar is omitted in the Chronicles (1 Chron. vi. 
3-12 ; xxiv. 2-6), and yet the succession of the line of Eleazar 
is twice recorded. Moreover in that part of the book of 
Ezekiel which refers to the new temple, reference is made to a 
Divine command, that the sons of Zadok only, no other Aaronites 
than those of the line of Eleazar, should ‘ stand before ’ God, that 
is, appear as highpriests in the Holiest of the Holy (Ezek. xliv. 
9-31). This command excludes the promise made by the 
prophet Jeremiah to the sons of Jonadab, the Eechabites or 
strangers, that Jonadab the son of Eechab shall not want a man 
to ‘ stand before ’ God ‘ for ever.’ 

Yet in the same book which bears the name of the prophet 
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Ezekiel, and directly connected with the above-quoted passage 
(Ezek. siiv. 7, 8), the fact is acknowledged and condemned, 
that at the time of the return ftom Babylon, and therefore at 
the time of the temple of Sembbabel in which Joshua officiated, 
Israel has brought into the sanctuary ‘strangers, unoiroumoised 
in the heart and uncircumcLsed in the flesh,’ that they might 
be in G-od’s sanctuary ‘ to pollute it.’ The true Israel, according 
to the book of Ezekiel, ought not to have allowed strangers to 
be keepers of God’s charge in the sanctuary. The true Israel, 
according to the book of Jeremiah, could not have done better 
than to appoint strangers in Israel to stand before God in the 
Holiest of the Holy. The fulfilment of the prophecy of Jere- 
miah is condemned by tbe prophet Ezekiel, although the 
prophet Zochariah sanctioned everything that was done by 
Sembbabel and Joshua, whilst referring to the adversary or 
Satan who ‘stood before’ the Angel of Jehovah at the right 
hand of Joshua ‘to resist him’ or ‘to accuse him.’ Perhaps 
the lOOlh Psalm refers to Joshua and his adversary, the 84th 
to Joshua ‘the anointed.’ 

We may now assert, that in the year to which that vision of 
Zeohariah refers, 518-517 B.C., two highpriests officiated at 
Jerusalem, that is, Joshua, who probably belonged to the line 
of Itliamar, and another highpriest, the adversary of Joshua, 
of the hostile line of Eloazar. If we have shown that the mur- 
der in the temple of ‘a certain Joshua’ by his ‘brother’ (in 
office) the highpriest Johannan may be connected with the 
highpriest Joshua and his adversary, who with him stood 
before the Jjord in the Holiest of the Holy, the adversary 
of Joshua may be identified with the highpriest Johannan, 
the mmderer of Joshua the highpriest. 

In the works referred to, in which the first attempt has been 
made to sketch out the ethnic relations and the history of the 
stranger in Israel, we believe to have proved conclusively, that 
the first highpriest after the return from Babylon, that Joshua, 
was the grandson and successor of the high priest Seraja, whom 
Nebukadnezzar caused to be slain at Biblab, and that Seraja’s 
predecessor was Azariah, which name has the same meaning as 
Eleazar, so that one name could be used instead of the other. 
This highpriest Joshua seems to have been the reviser of the ‘ Pro- 
verbs ’ or ‘ Wisdom of Sirach,’ the original of which was written 
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in Hebrew. The name Siiach is in ancient manuscripts written 
Seirach, and maybe identified with Seraja the highpriest. In 
the prologue to the Apocrypha called Jesns Sirach or Ecclesias- 
ticuSj which prologue has probably been worked over' at a later 
time in the form we possess it, Jesus or Joshua is called the son 
of Seirach, and in the book itself is connected rvdth its author- 
ship, and is called Jesns the son of Simeh ‘ of Jerusalem,’ 
whereby our identification of Sirach with Seraja the higli priest 
of Jerusalem is confirmed. 

It is said of this Sirach, that he had collected, not that he 
published, ‘ grave and short sentences of wise men that had 
been before him,’ and that he ‘himself also added some of his 
own, full of understanding and of wisdoin.’ St. Jerome knew 
the Hebrew original of this Apocrypha, and Athanasius says, 
that it had been framed by ‘ the fathers, to be read by those 
who wish to be instructed in the word of godliness.’ Thus the 
identification of Sirach and Seraja gains in force, for such col- 
lections of ‘traditional lore, particularly if not intended for.the 
use of all, would be made by or with the authority of the high- 
priest, in times when the word of the interpreter or Targumist 
was held in higher reverence than the Soriptiues. 

It is of no importance whether the Greek translator of the 
collection of Sirach lived in the time of the first or of the 
second of the Ptolemies, and whether his name was likewise 
Jesus or Joshua. As Joshua or Jesns was the son of ‘Sirach of 
Jerusalem,’ so the latter is in ancient manuscripts called ‘ the 
son of Eleazar,’ and in the Talmud likewise ‘ Jeshoshua ben 
Sira ben Elieser.’ As we may substitute Azariah for Eleazar, the 
ancient and probably the original title of Ecclesiasticus referred 
to the names of three successive highpriests, to Azariah of the 
time of Jehojakim (since 610 B.O.), of Seraja the contem- 
porary of Zedekiah (since 599), and of Joshua the contem- 
porary of Serubbabel (since 536). The son of Seraja, and 
father of Joshua, was Jehozadak, who was transported to Baby- 
lon (1 Chron. vi. 15). Seraja the highpriest, son of Eleazar or 
Azariah the highpriest, collected the oracles of tradition, which 
by the son of Seraja, by Jehozadak, were safely kept, and by his 
Ion the highpriest Joshua were revised and, perhaps, amplified. 

A welcome light is thus thrown on the origin and authority 
of ‘ the secret roUs.’ the ‘ megiUath setharim,’ tlie Genusim or 
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Apocrypha, writings containing wisdom of the initiated, oecret 
tradition or ‘hidden wisdom.’ Such writings were composed hy 
or with tire sanction of the highest ecclesiastical authorities. 
What is now proved of the book of Eeclesiasticus may also be 
safely asserted with reg.ard to the other Apocrypha the ‘ Wisdom 
of Solomon.’ Since the predecessor of Azaiiah, to whom Seraja 
succeeded, rvas Hilkiah the highpriest and contemporary of Jere- 
miah, if not his father, and as he found in the temple ‘ the book of 
the law of Jehovah (as given) by Moses,’ which was unknown to 
Hilkiah, to Huldah the prophetess, to Josiah, and the elders, hut 
at once aoknorvledged as containing words of God, we may connect 
the proverbs of Sirach-Seraja with the discovery of this docu- 
ment, which was made five years before Jeremiah’s being acknow- 
ledged as a in'ophet, that is, in the eighteenth year of Josiah, 
624 s.o. This not improbable connection is all the more im- 
portant, because Hilkiah, father of Jeremiah, was a priest of 
Anatoth in the land of Benjamin, and since Anatoth in the 
time of Joshua and of Solomon belonged to the Aaronites of 
the house of Ithamar (Jos. sxi. 18 ; 1 Kings ii. 26). Two of 
the most learned fathers of the Cliuroh, the Alexandrian 
Clement and St. Jerome, have identided Hilkiah the father of 
Jeremiah with Hilkiah the highpriest. We may, therefore, 
now assert, that since in no instance it can ho proved tlrat any 
possessions of Aaronites became alienated from them, the line 
of Ithamar, to which Anatoth belonged, occupied the high- 
priesthood in the time of Hilkiah the priest of Anatoth. This 
being proved, it is equally certain that the highpriests Seraja 
and Joshua belonged to this Aaronio lino which we have con- 
nected with the strangers or Bechabites' to ■whom Jeremiah the 
son of Hilkiah promised in the name of God an eternal priest- 
hood. 

It becomes more and more probable that the 110th Psalm, 
referring to this priesthood of the stranger in Israel under the 
name of a priesthood after the order or manner of Melohizedek, 
was composed by one of these strangers er Kechabilos, whom 
Jeremiah extolled. As Joshua is now proved to have been 
connected with the line of Ithamar, and thei'efore probably was 
a Eeohahite, it is reasonable to assume that the 110th Psalm, 
refemng to the fulfilment of .Teremiah’s prophecy hy the ele- 
vation of Joshua to the highpriestliood, was composed in the 
time of Joshua, if not by himself. 
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A direct connection is now establislied between one of the 
most important Apocrypha of the Septnagiut, published be- 
tween the second and the third contiiiy before the Cliristian 
era, and ‘ Parables of Knowledge ’ or ‘ Treasures of AVisdom ’ 
(Ecclus. i. 23), that is, oracles of tradition transmitted in mating 
by higlipricsf s before and immediately after the Babylonian cap- 
tivity. The expression of enmity contained in the last chapter 
of Ecclesiasticns (1. 25, 2fi) against tlie Bainaritans, the Philis- 
tines, and the people in Siehem occurs after the mention of the 
Iiighpriest Simon the Just (Zadok, 391 ?-348), and cannot be 
attributed to the Iiighpriest Seraja or to Joshua. The essential 
and more developed doctrines of the Apocrypha contain a pro- 
test against the known doctrines of the Sadducces, especially 
against their non-belief in Angels or spirits, and the future life, 
also against their separatist principles as exemplified and acted 
upon by Ezra. The doctrines about the word or power or spirit 
of God saving the souls of mankind ‘ in all ages,’ being the 
univei'sal ‘ Saviour,’ arc directly connected with the teachings 
of Jesus and the apostles ; they form the connecting link be- 
tween the Old and the Kew Testament. 

Before wo proceed, we recapitulate the main poiuts of our 
investigation. In the year 53G Joshua was apjioiuted liigli- 
pricst at Jerusalem, and in 516 he consi-cratcd the temple. lie 
was the contemporary of Cyrus, Seruhbahel, Cimhyscs, Ilystas- 
pes, and Bagoses. The latter had promised and proeured (,o 
Joshua the highpriesthood, who had a hrolher in office, the 
highpriost Johannan. Whilst both were in the temple Jo- 
hannan murdered Joshua. This took place in 516 or soon 
after, Joshua and Seruhbahel being last mentioned in 516, the 
year before Ezra’s mission to Jerusalem. Already in 513 
Zechariah refers to an adversary of Joshua’s st.anding at Iiis 
right band in the Holiest of the Holy, and Ezekiel refers to 
the appointment of strangers in the second temple, even to 
the stranger standing before God as highpriest. 

The Iiighpriest Joisbua was a descendant from Seraja, Azariah, 
and Hilkiah, the priest of Anatotb, in the possession of Iho line 
of Ithamar, which was connected with the continued priest- 
hood promised by Hilkiah’s son to tire Eechahites or strangers, 
and to which the 110th Psalm refers as to a priesthood aftcr 
the order or manner of Melchizedek. LikeMelchizedek, Jethro, 
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and David, Josliua was a stranger in Israel So was Serubbabel, 
a descendant of the Boyail house of Judah. Seruhhahel and 
Joshua were pointed out as God’s chosen instruments by Zecha- 
riali the prophet, who was the son of Bereohaiah. A son of 
Serubbabel was called Bereohaiah (1 Chr. iii. 20), and therefore 
was likewise a descendant from David, the Kenite, Eecbabite, 
or stranger. * We may therefore assume, tliat Zeohariah’s father 
Bereohaiah was likewise a stranger in Israel. Joshua, Serub- 
babel, and Zechariah being strangers, must have encouraged the 
participation of the Samaritans in the building of the new 
temple, and likewise the marriages of Hebrews with strangers. 
Yet none of these are mentioned among those who on this 
account were banished by Ezra in did. The natural presump- 
tion is, that they had ceased to live between dl6 and did (dl4), 
nor is any of them mentioned after this time. 

If the murder of .Joshua in the temple took place in dl6- 
dld, just before or after Ezra’s arrival at Jerusalem with power 
over life and death, it is not likely that either Serubbabel or 
Zechariah was spared. Indeed we liave now every reason to 
consider the prophet 2jcchariah, son of Bereohaiah, as tlie Ze- 
ohariah, son of Borechaiah, to whom Jesus refers as having been 
murdered between the temple and the altar (hlat. sxiii. 29-36). 
'I'liis reference is made in anaddress which is directly connected 
with ‘tlie blood of the prophets,’ and in which the Scribes and 
Pliariseos are called ‘ children of them which killed the prophets.’ 

Tlio miu-der of Joshua the highpriest, and probably also 
that of Zechariah the prophet, having taken place about the 
time when Ezra banished all those who had married strange 
wives, including Aaronites, the taking of Jerusalem by Bagoses, 
to which Josephus refers, seems to have taken place during the 
short and abniptly ended governorship of Ezra in 515. If Ezra 
remained in Jernsalcm during this attack — ^whieh is most likely 
— he will have been put to death by Bagoses, just as the high- 
priest Seraja was put to death by Nebukadnezzar after the 
siege of Jerusalem. This assumption is confirmed by the mys- 
terious fact, that Ezra is not mentioned a few months after his 
arrival at Jerusalem as governor. 

' About David’s descent see Sjei/i of Pricr, and ier JteUgmwi, 
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According to tlie slaleinent of Jos^epliiiB, JJngoscs inniisliod 
tlic .Tews for flic murder of Josliun liy impo.siiig ou (liem a 
tribute (o be p.aid during seven 3-e.ar.s. It can be proved tliat 
tin's iniporl.anl event look place lieforc Xclieiiiiab was appoinled 
governor. I''or it is st.aleil at ilie commeiieemciit of (be l)Ook 
of Xehemi.'ili,.<baf in (be 2tMli \rar of (be reign of ‘.Artaxer.ves,’ 
that is. of (be ‘ king of tbe .\ryans.’ Ilv.-laspcs — tlicrcfore in (be 
yen'- .102 — one of Xebeiniah's brelbren, ITannni, with seveml men 
of .Tndali c:une to Xehemiab in tbe jialacc of .Sbusban, when 
tbe roy.al cujibearcr ‘ asked tbcm concerning tbe .lews that bad 
escaped, wliicb were iefi of tbe captivity, .and concerning .lern- 
Kilcin.’ The reply w.as, ‘The remnant that are left of llic 
captivity there in the province are in great atTliction and re- 
proach, the wall of .Tcmsalem also is broken down, and the gates 
thereof are burned with fire.’ To (be same time rcfer.s tlic SOlh 
Psalm, where reference is made to (be walls of .Icnisalem being 
broken down and burnt with lire (13, 17). Tims (lie Alexan- 
dri.an tradition is confirmed, according to wliich this Psalm 
was composed during the Assyrian rule. 

M'c may now assert, that tbe attack on .Ternsalcin was made 
by ISagosc.s in tlio year 515, and that it put an end to tbe 
cmliassy of Ezra, and proliably to bis life. The conscqucnco of 
this must have licen an increased influence of the stranger at 
.Jerusalem, and thus of the party of the stranger in Israel. 
Ezra’s attempt to put an end to Unit influence might have led, 
under the protection of Hagose.s in .Samaria and I Taman at 
Pabj'lon, to an ntlempt to destroy the influence of (bo Hebrew 
partj' opposed to (be stranger by a wlmlcsalc massacre, such a« 
is more or less poetically described in the book of Esther. The 
beauty of this Benjamitc plaj-ed an important p.niin tlie palace 
intrigue, by wliicli Ulordccbai was njipointcd in the jilaeo of 
Haman. The now policy ensuing on this change of ministers 
saved the Hebrew parly at .leriisalem, aiuUlie feast of Purim was 
inslHutod on the 14lli and lath Adar (Xisan) of tbe 12tb year 
of Ah.'isucrus orDarins Hyslaspes — tlius in tlic year 510, only a 
few moulIiB before Ibe seven years of Iribulc were over wbicb 
Bagoses bad imposed at the end of Ezra’s mission. The fir.'-t 
Pnrim-feast took place 2,383 j'cars ago. 
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